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r FAIRLY STATED, 


And returned to the DEISTS,- 


| to whom it was s origin inally addeiſed. 
3 FP bene 3 bers, * 
That the Ax sWw˖RRS hitherto] given to it 


_— 


are ſuch as neither BxLIxVERGU nor Unze- _— 


LIEVERS can make Uſe of, 1 


A- Being irreconcilable 


To which is added, 
An A FF FRCDTS. 


CONTAINING 


With the general Fenders Both,” - a. 


Letters which paſſed between the late Dr. A4iddleton and — 


Mr. Warburton, on the Characters of Moszs and 
Cie Ro. 4 
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. for C. Davis over - againſt Gray's-Inn Gate, in 
Holbourn, 1751. 


V 


: 
7 


| 

F< # 
* 
. 


1.14 


8 
% * 
89 
& ok 

1 


— 
p 


. 
> — * rey * — & 4% . . - 
— | $ 
os tt. - *®«c. ky —— — 
=» 4 * * La * 
. ö 4 , 
a . , . ö _ 2 
1 * . . * . 
A - on + — . % 4 E969 * 1 is 
* , * * * 
3 0741 35-2697 ion 
98 « 0 % enn. 1 
- 
0 


1 25 3 


T * 
. . > 44 +  » 
21411844 | + # #8 1145 8 1 
— _ 
* Þ * * * „ * * 
4 _ 1 4 +Y / 4 LW 4 


* "IS, _ „ ? a T 
203 1 viigd b< , 21912. 


0 M8 10 me ord e eee 


—— a ®% « 
— an ** 


N 


* 


reren 


9 


Eiuovw - . 0s 10.9 


i; Oo 1 3 19791643 03 - do A 


GI. M NU oy H * D nine 


ions 11 Sm. 1 0 : 


$i 10-60iab1>vhA orf 154 * 
'3 DAS: do geg 801 L 


0 5 's ef METER. Las FO 
Jews, or Nh Realty of thoſe Mizas 
cLEs recorded in the Old Teſtament, being the 


vine Legation pigpoſed to; male manifeſt, 


He has endeavoured 40 ſupport it by two diſ- 


Wees independent Arguments. 
The one taken from the Feiſs. Religion 
and Society s HAY a no Hue for 5 


Support? . 4:46. bo 
The ot ber 7 Ahne OMIT-TING 2 


ture dlate in the Inſtitution of this Religion and 


Anek 4 r 


e ee doit! 
Vet ſeveral Believing Writars, from an 
Apprehenſion of Danger (as we muſt in Cha- 


rity ſuppoſe) to Revelation from the Uſe of 


theſe Media, have undertaken to anſwer his 
CO 4 
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* But 


great. Tauzz Which tlie Anthor. of the Di, 


' Theſeche Reade can ideen to bow 
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But, ta. anſwer. them, an. ſuch Pri 


| a Deiſt cannot admit, would be the h gheſt 


Abſurdity: And, to anſwer them on ach 


yas a Chriſtian cannot make Uſe of, without 


laying himſelf open in another Quarter, and 
in a vitał Part, to the Attacksyof pets 
wauld be a high an Þigi/eretibn. i 
And yet the Adverſaries of the Divine Le- 
gation have done both one and the other. 
To make this appear, I have | brought this 
two Arguments to the Teſt I have enquired 
into their Truth, and tried" che Force of 
the Objections to them: And =y makes the 

8abject of the following Yheets.. wk 
I have begun with the ben Argh. 
ment ; and endeavoured to ſhew its Weight; 
and to point to its propet Direction. 1 have 
conſidered the ſeveral Objections that Have 
been urged againſt it, and ſhewn that ſome 
of them, (ſuch as that the eus bad a future 
State deliveredto them in the Patriarchal Re- 
ligion) take the Thing in queſtion ¶ via. the 
Truth of Revelation] for granted; and are 
conſequently Solutions which the Deiſt will 
not accept of: And that others, (ſuch as that 
Moſes was not commiſfioned to teach 4 ſuture 
State, as being a Miniſter only of the temporal 
Covenant, ) have no other Tendency than to 
* the Truth of the whole Syſtem of the 
Divine 


” * ee 


r _ +4... 24 a 
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voutrs to ſhew, that the Adverſaties of the 


The PREF AGE „ 
Divine Legation. So that the utmoſt the 
Objections effect, were all they ſay true, 
(which my following Obſervations on the 
int Argument ſhew to be utterly falſe) is, 
that the ſecond Argument is only an Argu- 
ment ad bominem; which yet theſe Objectors 
muſt confeſs is urged ſo home that the Deiſts 
can never diſengage themſelves from it till 
they bobawe Believers, LONG: Mr. W. has 
done with them. | 

The Diſcourſe now dei to the Conſi- 
deration of the , Argument, and amongſt 
other Things of no ſmall Importance, endea - 


Divine Legation make ſuch Anſwers to it as 
will involve them in inextricable Difficulties, 
or lay Revelation at the Mercy of Unbclievers, 
As when they ſuppoſe, the'Law. omitted a 
future State, either becauſe Moſes had no 
Commiſſion to teach it, or the People were in 
no Condition to learn it; and yet, at the ſame 
Time, contend that the Patriarchs (who cer- 
tainly had no more Commiſſion than Moſes) 
preached it openly; and that this very Peo- 
ple who were not in a Condition to have it 
taught them by Mofes, ' were qualified to 
receive it in a traditional Doctrine from theſe 
Patriarchs; and what was ſtranger ſtill, that 


this * Moſes was permitted to reveal it o- 


penly, 


miſſion of a future State in the LA w, is de- 


vi The P REFACE. 

penly, and in the Fulneſs of Chriſtian Know- 
ledge, in the Bock of Jeb, (of which they 
ſuppoſe him the Author) the' in the Law he 


was conſtrained to hide and involve it WITS | 


— Do i eng e 
But the Folly of falſe Reaſoning racely ends 
in a fimple Abſurdity. It commonly goes fur- 
ther, as in the pteſent Caſe, where it unavoid- 
ably tends to diſable the Advocate of Religion 
from rendering to a Deiſt any reaſonable Ac- 
count of the De of 8£conDary PROPHECIES 
in the Old Teſtament: A Matter of the ut- 
moſt Conſequenee; as the Proof of the Depen- 
deficies and Connexions between the ö DI 
penſations, is founded on the REASONABLE 
Uſe of ſecundary Prophecies, For if the Jewiſh 
People were taught, and had retained the Doc- 
trine of Life and Immortality from the Patri- 
archs, it was abſurd in Moſes and the Prophets 
to endeavour (as they have done) to hide it 
from them by obſcure Types and 


Prophecies are a Mode, were uſeleſs ; and ſo 


become liable to all the Dithonour Mr, Olin, | 


has caſt upon them. 

But as in the Variety of Andvein to the 
Divine Legation there is ſearce any Thing 
which has paſſed uncaviled; not only the O- 


nied, 
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Types and Figures then, of which ſecondary 
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nied, but likewiſe | that the Few Afﬀeirs 
were adminiſtered under a Theoeracy by an: 
extraordinary; Providence extending itſelf 10 
Particulars. : It is therefare; ſhewn-. accaſie, 
onally, 1. that the Doctrine of the Omiſſom 
of a future State in the Moſaic Religion hath 
been held by the greateſt Divines and Scholars 
of theſe later Ages, and is far from being the 
Peculiar of the Author of the Divine Legation. 
2. That an extraordinary Providence to Par- 
ticulars is the plain, expreſs, and unvariable 
Doctrine of the Law and the Prophets. 

And here let me repeat what I have more 
than once declared in tis following Sheets. That 
no Partiality to the Argument of the Di vine 
Legation, or to the Pet ſon of the Author, 
bach ſet me upon this Enquiry, bus the Love 
of Truth only. All my Aim is to get at it: 
And whether I be conducted thither by the 
Author of the Divine Laab, or by any of 
his Adverſaries, is a Matter of the utmoſt In- 


difference to me. 


I aid any; For by all, or indeed by any 
Number of them, is impoſſible; ſo various 
are their Schemes, ſo diſcordant and inconſiſt- 
ent. A Conduct little ſuiting the Character 
of Orthodoxy ; and making leſs for its Credit, 
when it addreſſes itſelf to * new Opi- 
ions. | 

1 * 


vii The PR E FA C E. 

To conclude, all I would aſlæ the Reader for 
my Pains, is only this, that he would be pleaſed,” 
firſt to read the Text, and not divert his Eye 
upon the Notes till be has gone through it. 


Tf he then turns to the Notes they will ena- 
ble him the better to ſee the Force of che 


whole. 
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ARGUMENT. 
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DIVINE LEGATION 


690 Cy 


' FAIRLY: STAT ED, Ge. 7 
Hk great Taurn which the Author 
of the Dev, Les, undertakes 1 to prove, 1s, 
that A EXTRAORDINARY. Pacht- 
DENCE WAS ACTUALLY ADMINIS- 
TERED IN THE MORE EARLY Aczs 
or THE. JEWISH DisrzxsAT ION. Or in other 
Words, that the Miz aouss | recotded in the On 
ament were really ak a 

In order to „„ hs 
has offered two nt apd inc. Proofs, con- 
tained in the follo win ee 

i I. Whatſoe ver Religion and Society have 
« future State for their Support, muſt be ſupported 
« by an extraordinary. Providence. 

60 The Jewiſb Religion and Society had 10 fl. 
& ture State for their 
„Therefore the Je Ret Religion and Society were | 
& ſupported . an engen Providence. 

« Again, II. It was univerſally believed the 
« „ Antients, on their common Principles of Le- 

ation and Wiſdom, that whatſoever Religion 

- 4. Society have no Ns State for their 1 


dom, inſtituted the Jewiſh R 


 ceffary to ſupport it under the Diſpenſltio 


ferem and 4052 Princip! 
very different and diffi Medium, to probe the 
| Reality of an extraordinary Providence, ri he 


121 | 
6 pk muſt be ſupported by an extraordinary Pro. 


cc vidence. ä P ——_p___—————_—_ 


iſlation and Wit. 
eligion and Society, 
% without a future State for its Support. 

<- Therefom Moſs who hughtz believed e- 
« wile, that 1515 Religion and Society Were to be 
46 ſupported ed by an extraordinary Providence.“ War- 
burton's Ricks, Part. I. p. 78. 


* Moſes, ſkilled i in all that 


In the wb ſm he attempts to prove 
extraordinary 9 from Celebs 


2 Situation of the Jewiſp People, from their 

tied down to a Religion which had not the 
— future Sen "He obſerves that 
ſuch a Religion. was deſtitute of a dagen of 
common and ordinary Providence. Hence he in- 
fers, that it could not have ſubfiſted fo — had 
not an ?xtraerdinary Providence intervened to ſup- 
ly that Defext. 


p 
In his /eco F old, $ 0n a very 
* i o 


argues only from the Views, Principles, and Cha. 
rafter of the Jewiſh Leader; and infiſts that no 
Perſon, circuniſtanced like Moſes, and fo well 
{killed both in the Political and Religious Notions 


of the Antients, as he is confeſſed to have been, 


would have eftabliſied a national Religion which 
had not the Doctrine of a future State, unleſs he 
_ been previouſly aſſured, that this Defe& would 
Ba by the Interpoiton of an apa 


* Wen Mr. V. aſſerts the Adminiſtration of an extraor- 


20 Providence, he means ſuch a Providence as extends — 


ö NM. 2. P 
. * ſenſible what the uſual 


31 

In the Proſecution of the n of theſe Arguments, 
Mr. V. and his Advocates are obliged to prove, that 
the Jes had no Knowledge ef another Life. In 
the Proſecution of the ſecond they need not go ſo far, 
or trouble themſelves to produce any poſitive and 
dire& proofs that this People was not im Poſſeſſion 
of this Doctrine. All they have to do, is merely 
to ſhew that Moſes made no Provifion for it, or did 
| . e 
ſelf to Particutars and Individuals, rewarding. the Righteous 
and puniſhing the Wicked in the preſent. Life. But then he 
does not ſuppoſe it to have been exerciſed in ſo regular, 
uniform a manner, that every Obſerver of the Tk, 
without exception, met with his Reward, and no ſingle Tran- 
greſſor eſcaped Puniſhment in this World. All he holds is, 

that there were conſtant Interpoſitions, and he affirms, 
were fo frequent and numerous, as to be ſufficient to preſerve 
ind keep alive the notion of the can tris Cal; Hog te 
ſuppoſes. to have been the immediate End and Deſign of the 


* 


0 - Dif) _ — | 3 A 
notion o 8 rovidence, as d an 
explained by Mr. War. ſeems to be mach the ſame as that 


aſterted by Dr. Clarke, in his Sermon on Proverbs ix. 10, It, 


in which he. ſpeaks of God, under the Old Teſt: 
4% #/nally preſerving the Righteous by a ſingular Care and Pro» 
a en (ſo that Job's Friends could appeal to experience, 


« whoever per being innocent, or when were the righ- 


&« teous cut off And on the contrary, the ſame Providence 
« generally cutting off the Wicked by extraordinary Judgments 
< in the preſent Life, even of thoſe who proſpered onge 
% ſo that it was Hard for the Pſalmiſt to anderfland it, 
« and reconcile it with Providence, lxxiii. 16. Yet even of 
« Theſe, he obſerved upon better Conſideration, Surely thou 
1% didft ſet them in ſlippery Places, thou 2 them daun into De- 
« ftruftion, how are they brought into Dejol ion, as in @ moment 
* they are utterly conſumed with Terrors, Ixxxiii. 18, 19, But 
« moſt . evil Doers were cut off carer, and deſtroyed 
* ſuddenly in the midſt of their Career. Haft thou marked, the 
* old way which wicked Men have trodden ; which wwere cut down 
&« out of Time; whoſe Foundation was overflown with a Flood ? Job 
© xXxi1.15, 16.—Bloody and deceitful Men ſhall not li ue out half 
t their Days.” vol. 2. p. 157, 8.“ And the Pſalmiſt, as being 
8 of Wickedneſs was, prays thus, 
B 2 « Pſalm 


11 

not enter it into the Body of his religious Inſtitutes. 
For they contend that this bare Omiſſion is a clear 
and full Proof, that Moſes believed he ſhould be 
ſupported in an extraordinary manner. "Fa: 

In managing and conducting the frf Argument, 
they call upon the Deiſts, to ſhew, how Religion 


N. « Pſalm cii. 24, O my God, take me not away in the mid) 
bi 40 of mo Days. Indeed in the whole Book of P/a/ms, 
| « Wicked are perpetually threatened with being cut off before 
I «« their Time.” | 
. I have not cited this Paſſage in order to prove that Things 
pl | were really adminiſter'd and diſpenſed in Qs manner under 
Wi the Law, but only to ſhew that Dr. Clarke did ſomerimes carry 
i tis notion of an extraordinary Providence as far as the Author 
of of the D. L. What the Dr. affirms is, that good Men were ge- 
Fi + . nerally rewarded, and the Wicked »/ually puniſhed in the preſent 
Life. And ſurely no candid and impartial Reader will charge 
1 the Author of the D. L. with ſaying more than this. 
0 Fe has ſtated and limited his Notion of an extraordinary 
. Providence with ſo many Reſtrictions and Exceptions, as 
1 lainly and evidently ſhew, that he all along ſuppoſed it to 
ber attended with /ome Inequalities; i. e. that there might be 


Aa 


3 

id found Inſtances where Obſervers of the Law miſſed their Re- 
1 ward, and Tranſgreſſors eſcaped Puniſhment in this Life. 

vx For he takes Notice © that P//ferity were puniſhed for the 
> Crimes of their Fore-fathers, and Subjects for thoſe of 
* „ their Kings. 
„When the Laws were remiſsly or corruptly adminiſtered, 


q % good and id would ſometimes happen unequally to Men. 
8 For the extraordinary Providence did not begiti to be exerted 
| _ «« in theſe particular Caſes, till the civil Laws of the Repub- 
, lic had failed of their Efficacy. 
In this extraordinary Adminiſtration, one part of the 
% Wicked was ſometimes ſuffered as a Scourge to the other. 
The extraordinary Providence to the State might ſome- 
* times claſh with that to Particulars, as in the Plague for 
% numbring the People. 
Sometimes the extraordinary Providence was ſuſpended 
« for a Seaſon. | 
It was gradually withdrawn.—Under the Judges it was 
«« perfectly equal. And during that period we hear of no 


Complaints at all. When the People had rebelliouſly de- 
« manded 
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8 e Wicked proper ? 


(WS 
could be able to ſabſiſt among the Hraclites, while 
they had no Expectation of a future State. In 
managing and conducting the ſecond Argument, 
they call upon them again, to ſhew, why Moſes 


made no Proviſion for this Doctrine, by [ſetting 
it into the Body of his religious Inſtitutes. If 
the * can account for this Circumſtance, con- 


ae 


<« manded a King, there was, as was fittings a a. great Abate 
« ment in the vigour of this extraordinary Providence. From 
© hence to the Time of the Captivity the extraordindlli Pro- 
e dence kept gradually decaying. D. L. vol. 2. p. 444» . 
Theſe are plain and poſitive Declarations, that this ex - 
— Providence was not ſuppoſed to deſcend to 
— — and Individual without. Exception. The ſe- 
Limitations and Reſtrictions here given evidently ſhew, 
tha our Author could mean nothing more, than that good 
Men were generally rewarded and the Wicked aſaally puniſh- 
ed, in the preſent Life, according to the B Dre 
Clarke in the paſſage above quote. 
If there occur any looſe and ambigous Expreſſions, which, 
ſeem to carry this . Notion farther, it is but reaſonable: to; 
interpret and reſtrain them according to the ſeveral Limita- 
tions and Exceptions here given, and given for that very 
urpoſe. But if the Reader * ſee this Point diſcuſe d at- 
arge, I muſt refer him to Mr. V. 's. Reply to Dr. 945. Re- 
marks, Part 2. Section 9g. t 
It were greatly to be wiſhed chat — of the Writers ogainſ> 
the D. L. had attended to theſe Diſtinctions and Exceptions, 
ſince this might probably have n one por of, che late 
Controverſy. ret 
[es uſual with them-to-alled ; that good Men amongt the: 
Jeaus were ſometimes involved in :he public and national: 
Calamities. But why this to the Author of the D. L. ? Does: 
not he himſelf ſay that the extraordinary Providence to the 
State would ſometimes claſh with that to — The 
Circumſtance objected makes nothing againſt the notion of 
— 1 Providence, as it has been ſtated and limited 
y him 
Dr. Sykes inſiſts much on the following Words. ” Right- 
<« teous art thou, O Lord, when I plead with thee, yet let me 
talk with thee. of thy 7 Cn ; Wherefore. doth the way 
herefore are. all _ W. _ 


161 
ſiſtently with their own Principles, that is, withant 
ſuppoſing the divine Miſſion of Maſes, it muſt he 
ct deal ver cee e Thou haſt planted chem, | 
6e 8 Root, they | grow, yea, they bring * 
« thou art near in their Mouth, *. far from their Reins. 


-» 


Jerem. Xi. 1, 2, 
All one can collect from this Paſſage, is, that wicked 


Men were ſometimes ſuffer d to proſper and flouriſh in the 
time of this Prophet. Now this ſurely is very conſiſtent with 
the Doctrine of the D. L. which tells us that the extraordina- 
ry Prdiffidence kept gradually decaying from the Age of Saul, 
and was greatly abated in its Influence and Vigour in the 
Days of Jeremiah. : | 

But here, let me aſk, whence comes it that a grave, ſeri- 
ous, and inſpired Writer was ſo embarraſſed an lexed 
with this Circumſtance, as to be utterly unable to — the 
Proſperity of the Wicked in the preſent Life? I ſhall be great. 
255 Dr. for a plain and direct anſwer to this 
Qu ion. * : | y | | 
: s to Pſalm 1xxiii. which in the t ſpeaks much 
of the ami of the Wicked. ons thogri Dr. forgot 
to tranſcribe the following Verſes. < When I thought to 
„ know this, it was too painful for me. Until I went into 
ce the Sanctuary of God; then underſtood I their end. Sure- 
ly thou didſt ſet them in flippery Places: Thou caſtedſt them 
4 — into Deſtruction. "nh they brought into deſo- 
« lation, as in a moment they are utterly conſumed with 
Terrors. xvi. 17,-18, 19. 

Dr. Clarke quotes theſe very words as a Proof that the 
Wicked were generally puniſhed in this Life. Ser. vol. p.2. 158. 

All we learn from this Pſalm, is, that the Proſperity of 
the Wicked was ſhort and tranſitory, or that they would 
ſoon - cut off notwithſtanding their preſent Triumph and 
Succeſs, | EY 

It plainly appears from the Verſes juſt quoted, as well as 
40 th concluding part of this Pſalm, * real Difference 
and Diſtinction would be made between the Righteous and the 
Wicked in the preſent Life. 4 

And how does this Aſſertion of the Pſalmiſt interfere with 
the Doctrine of the P. L. ? 8 l wh | 

Here again let the Dr. tell us, whence comes it, that even 
an inſpired Writer under the Law, found it ſo pariuful and 
A eull to account for the Proſperity of the Wicked ? And 


when 


8 


Tas 


3 


9 

that this en Argument has no real 

orce or Validity. This, then, is the Ake - 
MENT I propoſe to examine and review. Which 

. 4 will 
when he attempts to explain it, why he configes his Reaſoning 
to this preſent Life, and points out no Puniſhment that was to 
attend the Wicked, but ſuck as was purely temporal ? | 

The Believers under the Law, ſays the excellent —_ 
„ Salridee, were perſuaded, that all Things were order 
« and govern'd by an all-wiſe and all- powerful Being; and 
„yet the moſt 2 of them avere at a loſs to ac 

the Juſtice of divine Providence in ſuffering the Mieked 
„ to proſper, and the Righteous to be afflicted: But every 
„common Chriſtian is able to ſolve this Difficulty by the help of 
« what he hath learn'd from the Goſpel, concerning the Retri- 
* butions of a future State.” - Sermons, p. 312, 313. 

Will the Dr. then be pleaſed to inform us, why the _ 
enlighten'd Jexvs were not as able to ſolve the preſent Difficy 
ty, as every common Chriſtian ? N . 

The Dr. lays great Streſs on the following Words. I 
e have ſeen the Wicked in great Power ; and ſpreading him- 
« ſelf like a e Bay Tree.“ And yet the following 
Verſes might have ſhewn him - that his Obſervation 
was nothing to his Purpoſe. * Yet he paſſed away, and 10 
<< he wwas not; yea I ſought him, but he could not be found 
« Mark the perfect Man, and behold the upright : For the end 
« of that Man is Peace. But the Tran rs mall be de- 
* ftroy'd together, the end of the Wicked ſhall be cut off.” 
Pſal. xxxvii. 35, 6, 7, 8. All then we can infer from hence, is, 
that the proſperity of the Wicked was fort and tranfient, — 
Or that Tranſgreſſors were ſoon to be deſtroyed and cut off, 
while the end of the perfe& Man was Peace. 2 

The viſible Purport and Deſign of the whole Pſalm is to ſhew, 
that God often interpoſed to preſerve and protect the Virtu- 
ous. (v. 3» 4 5, 6, 9, 11, 19, 17, 22, 24, 25, 28, 29, 33-) 

And to puniſh and deſtroy the Wicked, 1, 2, 9, 10, 14, 15, 
20, 22, 36, 38. — And what does the Author of the D. L. 
ſay more than this? = | ö 

The Dr. lays 3 too on Pſalm xliv. « But thou 
* haſt caſt us off, and put us to ſhame ; and goeſt not forth 
« with our Armies. Thou makeſt us to turn back from the 
% Enemy : And they which * us ſpoil for Ee 

4 b 4 © 


Qs TIN. 


4 will I be confident. 
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will be beſt done by a Diſcuſſion! of the following 
«© Whe- 


The complaint here, is, that God no longer went forth 
ewith the Armies of his People, but ſuffer'd them to be ſubdued 
and conquered by their Enemies. If then the Dr. ſuppoſes 
this Complaint to have been reaſonable and well-grounded, he 
muſt ſuppoſe withal, that no extraordinary Providence was ex- 
erciſed over the State, fince the Pſalmiſt is here evidently ſpeak- 
ing of a ſuch Providence. And yet the Reality of ſuch a Pro- 
viden has been as ſtrongly aſſerted by the Dr. as by the Au- 
thor S his learned Adverſary. But what if this very — 
be a ſtrong Proof of the extraordinary Providence in Queſti- 
on ? It is ſo, if theſe Defeats were in Puniſhment for National 


Crimes, as it is very probable they were. 


The Dr. in Support of his Opinion, ap to Pſalm xxvii. 
And yet the general Scope and 'Tenour of this Pſalm is perfe&- 


ly conſiſtent with the Doctrine of the D. L. which ſuppoſes 
that good Men were generally, but not always or conflantly 


rewarded in this Life. The Lord is my Light, and m 


« Salvation, whom ſhall I fear; the Lord is the Stren 
« of my Life, of whom ſhall I be afraid? | 
« When the Wicked, even mine Enemies and my Foes 
« came upon me to eat up my Fleſh, they fumbled and fell. 
« 'Though an Hoſt ſhould encamp againſt me, my Heart 
« ſhall not fear, though War ſhoul fle againſt me, in this 


« For in the time of Trouble he ſhall hide me in his 
« Pavilion: In the ſecret of his Tabernacle ſhall he hide me, be 
* fhall ſet me upon a Rock. | 

« When my Father and my Mother forſake me, then the 
« Lord will take me up, 1, 2, 3, 5, 10. 

I ſhall ſay nothing of his other Authorities, as I only pro- 
poſed to give the Reader a ſhort Specimen of the manner, in 


which he had managed this part of the Argument. 


To return to the Author of the D. L. The ſeveral Re. 


ſtrictions with which he has limited and explained his Notion 


of an extraordinary Providence, are in effect ſo many De- 


clarations, that he never ſuppoſed it to defcend to every Par- 
ticular and Individual euithout Exception; or that he meant 
to affirm any more than with Dr. C/ar4e, that good Men were 


generally rewarded, and the wicked generally puniſhed in the 


preſent Life. 2 2 


Now 


hy 191 

d Whether the Drisr, who owns there is no fu- 
« ture State in the Law of Moſes, can give any 
Af 4 natu 


Now the Notion of an extraordinary Providence chus 
circumſtanced, and or limited, has been maintained by ſeveral 
of our moſt conſiderable and learned Writers. One cannot 
indeed help obſerving, that ſome of theſe are not perfectly 
conſiſtent with themſelves in what they have advanced on 
this Subject. And this ſeems to have been the Cafe of the late 
Dr. Clarke, who in the Paſſage above quoted aſſerts the Ad- 
miniſtration of an extraordinary Providence in very fignificant 
and ſtrong Terms; and yet intimates in other Places, that the 
Methods and Diſpenſations of Providence under the 
juſt the ſame as they are now under the Goſpel. 

O ne of the beſt and ableſt of our preſent Prelates has deli- 
ver d his opinion in the following manner. He, who himſelf 
« ordained theſe Laws, being infinite Vim, Goodneſs, and 
« Power, obliged himſelf, in the nature of the thing, to be the 
« Guardian of Innocence; and to take care that no guiltle/s Per- 
« {on ſhould ſuffer by them. And therefore, it cannot be 
« ſuppoſed, where God himſelf, in cafes of civil Govern- 
« ment, was the immediate Lawgiver, that the Laws were 
left wholly to the Execution of Men, without any Interpo- 
« fition from Him. For all Lawgivers do, as much as 
« poſſibly can, take care that Innocence ſhall never Suffer. 


Bp. of — * Anſwer to the Convention. p. 2 


His Lordſhip affirms here that God, as he had aſſumed 
the Office of civil Goyernour, would not leave his Laws wholly 
to the care and management of Men, but would himſelf inter- 
pom that they might be properly and duly executed. Now 
uch Divine Interpoſitions, do of courſe conſtitute and make 
= extraordinary Providence aſſerted by the Author of the 

4 5 f 0 hd * | ” ' . 

I. underſtand his Lordſhip as here ſpeaking of the Laws in 
general, and not only of the particular Law in queſtion” be- 


' tween him and his Adverſary. 1. He fays, that the Laws were 
not left wholly to the Execution of Man. 2. Aſſuming the 


Office of civil Ooyernour would oblige God to extend his 
Care over the other Laws as well as tus. — And here 


the Opinion „ Learned Man is recom- 


mended to the particular deration of Dr. Sykes. 


The late learned Dr. Jenkins attempts to remove a com- 
mon and popular Objection to ſome of the Palms in the fol- 
Cod had expreſoly threatened to inflict 

« Puniſhment 


lowing Words. 
7 


Na k Memory of the one true 


— 
* 


on of de 
8 | $_ nc wg 


«« niſhed in Contempt of thoſe Laws, which he had appointed, 
* 


6 29 Rewards and Puniſhments. way . 
| nder the Goſpel the caſe is different. For zogv we ar 


eto a future State. A Chriſtian may not pray for Judgments 

% upon his Enemies, becauſe C — not ſo peremptorily da- 

2 . by the Goſpel, that he auil/ inflict his Puniſpments in 

** Wy, Life, as he had done by the Law.” Tenkyns's Regſou- 
| , v. 2, p. 341, 2. 

It is K fuppole here, that temporal Rewards and 
Paniſhments were commonly diſpenſed to Particulars and In- 
.dividuals- amongſt the 7 ws, in proportion to their Obſer- 
vance or Tranſgreſſion of the Law. of  Mo/es. 

Me find that ſome of our moſt eminent Writers, who have 
occaſionally touched this Queſtion fince the Appearance of the 


D. L. do intirely r he has alledged 


on this Subject. a late excellent Pamphlet, entitled, Coz- 
federations on the Laws of Forfeiture, p. 20, 21. Ed. I. — Mr. 
Jortin's very uſeful ingenious Diſcourſes on the Chriſtian 
Religion, p. 11, 158. Ed. I.— The Learned Mr. Arch-deacon 
Laus Confederations. p. 1112 

But I need not mention others, When Dr. Stebbing himſelf 
TERED NC 1 Key or 
an extraordi rovidence. (Examination p. 53, 4. 

tory of Abraham, p. 81.) I mult obſerve too that be car- 


. ries this Notion as far, or maintains it in the ſame Lati- 


1 and Extent with his Learned Adverſary. For what does 
1 


V. affirm more than that the extraordinary Interpoſitions 
under the Law were frequent, and viſible * to preſerve 


on 
al K extmguilde gud loſt every where elle? 


Now 
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Now the Dr, bimelf has long finge told ns, that (bis 
the real Caſe, It is ſurely no Fard matter to underſtand, 
« thoſe (the Fey) ſhould be reſcued from the 1 

bis 


Co 
| of Gad, 
#O- 
« phets ; and by 4 great rvariety of extraordingry and un- 


s ruption, who were under che immediate Dir 
% who manifeſted bimſelf to them by the V aige of 


| - 
how 
r- 

P 


« common E dent, gave them inconteſiable Evidence of his Pre- 
« ſence among them.” ' I er MOR 
It is affirmed too by the Dr. a page or two before, that a 
Revelation made at this Period; would have bean of great Uſe 
and Im and worthy che Wiſdom and Gdneſs of God, 
if it only anſwered the Purpoſe ahovemention d, ar ſerved to 
perpetuate the Memory of the true God among the HMraelites, 
whilſt all the reſt of the World was eover'd and 
with Idolatry and Superſtition. {Apfwer to Chriftganity as old 
45 the Creation. ＋ 56, 7, 8.) 0 * 5 
* 2 — on Re Ranger to log that Dr. IE 
uthor o I. are perfe as to t 
Reality and Exiſtence of an r * And as 
the Dr. holds this to be a Principle of Importance, I make 
no queſtion, but he will a in its Defence, whenever he 
finds it attacked by Objections, that may deſerve his Notice. 
To Him therefore I ſhall refer Dr. Sy4es, for a proper Anſwer 
to what he has advanced in his Diſcourſe on this Queſtion. 
For He, by thus graciouſly interpoſing hi own Opinion, has 
fairly diſcharged Mr. /. from this part of the Controverſy, 
and made himſelf reſponſible for the Truth -and Reality of the 
Principle, now happily become Orthodox. 

Ani to his Honour be it ſaid, on this Occafion, that ĩnſtead 
of hurting the general Argument of the D. L. he has indeed 
done it great Service. * | 
8 By aſſerting * * of an ee 228 

has engaged to defend one pa us Argument againf 
the 2 ay of Dr. Sykes. * FT 

IT. By declaring that the Sanctions of the Law were fur 
temporal, he has laid himſelf under a Neceflity © of removin 
the ſeveral: Difficulties propoſed by Dr. Rutterforth, in his 
bs, Virtue, ſo far as relates to the Argument of the D. L. 

By eſpouſing ſuch Doctrines as will oblige him to ſup- 
poſe, the eus had no knowledge of a future State, he has, in re 
* ft 


the Notion of an extraordinary Providence, conſider” 


| f 14 } | 
« A/-/aic Inſtitutes,” can be ſolved and explained by 
cc them, without ſuppoſing Him to have had ſome 
<« previous Aſſurance or Perſuaſion, that an extraor- 
& dinary Providence would be actually adminiſtred. 
On the Idea which the Deiſts have of the Law 
of Moſes, there ſeem to be many ſtrong and un- 
anſwerable Reaſons, why he ſhould have made a 
future State the Sanction of his Religion; and his 
neglecting to do this, is altogether unaccountable, 
if we ſuppoſe him to have been in the ſame Situ» 
ation and Circumſtances, and to have acted on the 
fame common Principles with the other Founders 
of Religion and Society in the old Pagan World. 
1. The firf Reaſon I ſhall aſſign, is the 
Uſefulneſs and Importance of the Do&rine itſelf as 
it was abſolutely neceſſary to ſupport Religion, and 
conſequently Society, under the Diſpenſation of a 
common and ordinary Providence. And, what is 
more, it was actually ſeen by the ancient Sages and 
Founders of Religion in the Pagan World, to 


laft Piece, confuted and overturned the grand and prin- 
coal Argument of his f. wu 
One might even ſhew that he has made ſuch a Suppoſiti- 
ON ne and eflential to a Defence of Revelation againſt 
Deiſts and Unbelievers. | 
In the foregoing Note I had no Intention to declare and ex- 
in any Opinion of my own with regard to the main Point 
in Diſpute between Mr. V. and Dr. Sykes, i. e. the Reality of 
an extraordinary Providence under the Jeuiſb Diſpenſation. 
What I have endeavour'd to ſhew, is, 1. that our Author can- 
not be fairly and reaſonably charged with ſuppoſing that the 
extraordinary Providence was to deſcend to every Particular, 
and Invidual without Exception. 2. That the Arguments I 
have quoted, as advanced by Dr. Sykes, make —_—_ againſt 
| within 
the proper Bounds and Limitations, by which it is ſtated and 
defined in the D. L. 3. That Dr. S:ebbing himſelf is reſpon- 
ſible for all Mr. . has advanced on this Subject, ſince he 
himſelf has aſſerted the very ſame Opinion, Wig 194 
| 1 have 


N% 


1231 | 
have been thus neceſſary for this very Purpoſe *. 
Now as Meſes is allowed to — conſum- 
ſed in the Principles of the Egyptian 7 ? 
and to have been exquiſitely ſkilled in the Science 
of Legiſlation, there can be no queſtion, but that 
he: was ſenfible and conſcious of the great Uſe 
and Importance of this Doctrine, and well knew, 
that under a common and ordinary Providence, 
neither Religion nor Society would be able to 
ſubſiſt without it. If then Moſes was convinced 
of the great Uſe, Importance, and Neceſſity of 
the Doctrine of a future State, how will the Der 
be able to account for his omitting it, in his reli- 
gious Inſtitutes? e It 8 
2. It is uſual for Unbelievers to inſult us with 
obſerving, that Moſes was trained and educated 
in all the Learning of Egypt, and had contracted 
ſtrong and early Prejudices in Favour of the parti- 
cular Cuſtoms and Inſtitutions of this Country. Be 


it ſo: Where, I would aſk, was this Learning of 


his more likely to exert itſelf, or where could one 
ſo naturally expe& to ſee its Influence, as in the 
forming a new Conſtitution for his People ? Upon 
the Ideas of theſe Men, it ſeems reaſonable to 
ſuppoſe that he would take the religious Syſtem 
of Egypt, as a Plan or Model, by which to erect 
his own: And conſequently, that he would have 
made a future State the Sanction ' of bis Reh- 
gion, as it was in the Egyptian, | F 


* I here take for granted two Points, 1. That the Doctrine 
of a future State is neceſſary to ſupport Religion under the 
Diſpenſation of a common and ordinary Providence. 2. That 
the Ancients held it to be neceſſary for this Purpoſe. Now 
theſe two Points I take for granted, both becauſe _ have 
been fully proved by the Author of the D. L. and are allowed, 
er rather aſſerted by all the Writers againſt him, 4 


* 


. 
tejudice and Fondneſs for the 


of t muſt have been as as his People's 
for 111 Onions; . have dif- 
ſed him to cultivate; encourage, and fupport the 
otion of another Life. For ſo ſtudious were 


the Eepyptians of propagating it, that all poſlible 
1 — put in Uſe for due 


Purpoſe. 
The Deiſts ſay, that he transferred all that was 
and profitable from the Egyptian Inſtitutts 
into his own, Why not therefore this beſt and 
moſt profitable of all Doctrine: ay "I, 
Egypt was the great School of Lepiflation for 
« the reſt of Mankind. And fo revered were her 
« 'oracular Precepts, that foreign Lawgivers, who 
« went thither for Inſtruction, never ventured to 
cc deviate from any of her fundamental Maxims 
« of Government. In Religion, particularly, which 
<< always made a Part of civil Policy, they ſo cloſe- 
<« ly adhered to the N Wr Principles, that Pof- 
4 terity, as we have ſeen, were deceived into an 
« Opinion, that the Greet Lawgivers had receiv- 
« ed their very Gods from thence. * 

« What therefore muſt we think had been the 
4 Caſe of a Native of Agypt, bred up from his 
<« Infancy in Egyptian Wiſdom, and at length be- 
©« come a Member of their legiſlative Body? 
« Would ſuch 4 one, when going to frame a civil 
« Policy and Religion, (though we ſuppoſe no- 
« thing of that natural Affection, which the beſt 
c and wiſeſt Men have ever had for their own 
Country Inſtitutions,) be the leaſt inclined to 
« deviate from any of its principal Maxims of Go- 
« vernment;“ Þ or to omit the Doctrine of a fu- 
ture State in his religious Inſtitutes, when the 


+ Div. Leg, 


contrary 


[ig] 
contrary Practice was common to all who went 
to'Reypt for Inſtruction on this Subject? 
This ſeems to be a Difficulty, that cannot but 
embatraſs and diſtreſs the Deyfs, as they are oblig. 
ed to explain how Moſess great Attachment to 
Egyptian Principles and Maxims would permit 
him to deviate and depart from the common Prac 


[tice of Hep in ſo capital a Point. 2 


3. To the Prejudice and Fondneſs of Moſes, we 
may add the Prejudice and Fondneſs of his Peo- 
ple, with reſpect to this Notion, The Jeu, it 1s 
confefled on all Hands, had moſt largely imbibed 
the Egyptian Cuſtoms. Now the Deiſts obſerve, 
that Moſes as a wiſe Governor, who underſtobd 
kuman _ GAIT _ Inſtitutes — the 
Inveteracy uch Prejudices and Prepoſſeſſions. 
Let the Deiſ then tell us, why Moſes would not 
humour his People in this ſalutary Prejudice, as 
well as in ſome others which were merely indif- 

4. It has been obſerved, that the Jewiſh Reli- 
gion, had it been of more human Inſtitution, 
would have had a more particular and immediate 
Neceſſity for this Doctrine. 5 | 
It is therefore natural to imagine, that Moſes 
would have been more particularly careful to teach 
it, and to poſſeſs the Minds of his People 
more ſtrongly with it, if we ſuppoſe with the 
Deiſt, that his Commiſſion was only pretended, or 
that he was all the Time under mere human 
Guidance and Direction. 

5. Let us recollect, that the Maelites were & 
ſtubborn Race, now firſt forming into civil So- 
ciety; greatly licentious, and the more ſo, for 
their juſt coming out of a State of Slavery. Now 
as Moſes had to do with fo perverſe, obſtinate, 
and head-ſtrong a People, there can be no Queſ- 

tion, 


[16] 


tion, but that he would employ every Curb and 
Reſtraint, that might tend to keep them in Order, 


Here then, I ſay, it will be natural and pertinent 


to aſk, why Moſes did not take the Advantage 


of the common Doctrine of a future State, and 
make it the Sanction of his religious Inſtitutes. 


6. It may be proper to obſerve, that the Ira. 
fites were Men of dull and heavy Underſtandings z 


not at all inured to cloſe and abſtract Meditation, 


and fo, very unlikely to diſcover and find out this 
Doctrine by the Force of their on 1 


They were likewiſe groſs and carnally mind 
and not at all diſpoſed to raiſe and elevate their 
Thoughts above the Conſideration of this pre- 
ſent Life. Now if Moſes held this Doctrine to 
be of the higheſt Uſe and Importance, and ex- 
ow it ſhould have its proper Influence on the 
eople; is it probable, or even credible, that he 
ould have left Men thus diſpoſed to 4 and 
keep it as they could, and not have made ſome 
ticular Proviſion for it, by inſerting it into the 
Body of his religious Inſtitutes? Conſidering the 
State and Condition of this People, one might 
naturally and reaſonably preſume, that it ſhould 
have been opened, explained and recommended 
to their Belief, in every Page; or that Moſes 
would have made it his principal Buſineſs to in- 
culcate, ſupport and encourage the Hope and Ex- 
pectation of another Life. 


On the Syſtem of the Deiſts, therefore, which 


ſuppoſes Moſes to have been under no Direction 
but of his own Judgment, there ſeem to have 
been many plain and unanſwerable reaſons, why 
he ſhould have made a future State the Sanction 
of his religious Syſtem. | f 
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1 have 22 to ex- 
„ ny, in Circumſtances ſuppoſed: 
pn — deliver a Syſtem of Religion, unſup- 
by the Doctrine of a future State. I will 
leave likewiſe to recommend to their Conſide - 
ration another Circumſtance, viz. that Moſes for- 
bad every the leaſt Addition to his written Inſti- 
tutes, in order to keep them intire, and unadulte- 
rated with any foreign Mixture, whereby they may. 
collect, his Intention was that the People ſhould 
not ſupply the Abſence and Omiſſion of a future 
State, by any Addition of their own. OM 
So far then was Moſes from taking the er 
Advantage of this Doctrine to the Support and Eſ- 
tabliſhment of his Religion, that he rather contriv- 
ed to prevent its having any Influence of that Sort. 
He not only omitted to teach it among his other 
Doctrines, for the Eſtabliſhment of his Syſtem, but 
even debarred his People from applying it to that 
Purpoſe, by directing that no Addition ſhould be 
made to his written Inſtitutes. “ 
It is then the Buſineſs of the Deiſs to account 
for this Conduct of Moſes, and to explain, 8 


* It has been affirmed by Dr. Scebbing, that the Fewws might 
collect the Doctrine of a future State by the Light of their 
own Reaſon as well as the Gentiles. Examination, 85 30. But 
would he recolle& what he himſelf oquns, that the . * of 
the Law were purely temporal; and what be muſt oft have 
read, that Moſes expreſly forbad the making any Addition to 
his written Laws, he would ſee this Reſtriction, if it had its 
proper Influence and Force, would not ſuffer the uus to a- 
dopt the Notion of a future State, in which the Obſervers 
and Tranſgreſſors of the Law were to be rewarded and pur 
niſhed, according to their ience or Diſobedience in the 

reſent Life. For ſuch a Suppoſition would have been nothing 
leſs than annexing a new additional Sanction to the Law, 
in direct Oppoſition to à plain and expreſs Precept the 

Lay itſelf, | 
C uf 


* that Moſes found them in Po//zfion of this 


[ 18: ] | 
there aroſe fo. ſingular and extraordinary a Diffe- 
rence between his Inſtitution, and all the other In- 
ſtitutions of Mankind. And they are to account 
for, and explain this fingular and extraordinary 
Conduct, conſiſtently with their own Principles, 


If he will ſay, that the Light of Reaſon would authoriſe | 


them to make a Concluſion in Favour of a future State, he 
muſt ſay, that the ſame Light would authoriſe them to make 
an Addition to the written Law. | 

But, ſurely, when Moſes forbad this Addition, Reaſon would 
preſcribe the Obſervance of the Prohibition, and direct them 
to fit down content with bare temporal Sanctions, without at- 
tempting to better and improve them by any reſined Conclu- 
ſions of their own. 

We muſt take this, too, along with us, that they were un- 


der an extraordinary Diſpenſation, adminiſtring, and holding 
out the Things of this World. So that diſſatisfied Reaſon was 


under no Neceſſity to excogitate and indulge new Opinions; 
nor, under a Temptation, againſt a Prohibition, to add to the 
eſtabliſhed Doctrines. | 
I have the Pleaſure to find what has been here ſaid confirmed 
by the Dr. himſelf in another Part of this very Pamphlet, and 
indeed within the Diſtance of only four Pages. Were it as 
„ certain that the Jews had no Knowledge of the Doctrine 
« of a future State, before Maſes ſpake to them, as it is true 
« that the Sanctions of his Law are purely temporal; and had 
« the Caſe been, that Maſes introduced this Doctrine upon hi. 
« own Authority, as an additional Sanction, he would then 
« have added to the written Inſtitutes. But u — the Suppoſition 
octrine, in Con- 
& ſequence of a former Covenant, what Mo/es hath ſaid ir 
« Teſtimony to this Doctrine, be it little, or be it much, is no 
« more an Addition to the Law, than if he had taught them 


% Arithmetick, Geometry, or any other Science, in which the 


% Eſſence and Conflitution of the Law had nothing to do.“ 


F Now if Moſes could not annex this Doctrine as an addi- 
tional Sanction to the Law upon his own Authority, neither 
could the People upon theirs. Or if nothing leſs than the 
Credit and Authority of a prior Revelation or divine Cove- 
vant could reaſonably induce the Fewvs to entertain the Belief 
of another Life, we may fairly conclude, that they could not 
collect it from the Light of their own Reaſon. ; ; 


= N 


__ 
or upon the 1 that Moſes was all the while 
actuated by the ſame. Principles, Motives, and 
Views with the other Founders of Religion in the 
ancient World. In a word, they are to ſhew, 
how the Influence of the fame common Principles 
and Maxims would diſpoſe Moſes to deviate from 
the fame common Practice. And they are to 
ſhew, how the Prejudices he had imbibed in Fa- 
vour of Egyptian Wiſdom, ſhould tempt him to 
negle& and overlook its great and fundamental 
Maxims in forming his own Conſtitution. For 
theſe Gentlemen ſuppoſe him to have taken 
the religious Policy of Egypt for his Pattern © 
and Model, and yet ſuppoſe him to have acted, as 
if he had been an utter Stranger to the ' great 
Principles of Egyptian Policy and Wiſdom. | 
What a Train of Abſurdities therefore attend 
this Scheme or Suppoſition of the Deifts ? Ac- 
"cording to their Repreſentation of the Cauſe, the 
Conduct of Moſes is to the laſt Degree capricious, 
irrational, and abſurd : And yet theſe ſame Gen- 
tlemen all the Time ſuppoſe Maſes to have been 
conſummate in his Bufineſs, to have been deeply 
verſed in the Study of Egyptian Theology, and 
to have been a perfect Maſter of the Science of 
lation. Nay, what is more, they ſuppoſe him 
to have exemplified” his own great and uncommon 
Wiſdom in the Inftitutes deliver'd by him. © 
Thus ſtands the Argument between the Author 
of the Divine Legation and the Deiſts. 4 
The Point in Diſpute, is, Whether the Conduct 
of Moſes in eftabliſhing a publick and national Re- 
ligion, which had not the Doctrine of a future 
State, can be properly explained and accounted 
for, on the Principles of mere human Policy and 
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. 
Let unbelieving Writers, therefore, of all Deno- 
minations anſwer this. And not continue to go on, 
like a late Author. *, to diſcredit that Inſtitution, 
by retailing. the ſtale Common-place againſt it, of 
e Fall of Man, the umverſal Deluge, the Choice of 
od's People, their Deliverance from Slavery by Pro- 
gies and Miracles, which have been anſwered a 
ouland Times over, and to the avowed Satisfac- 
tion of every great Name, that has appeared in 
the literary World ſince the Revival of Letters, 
ſuch as Bacon, Barrow, Boyle, Newton, Lock, and a 
hundred others. 
Mes, fays a late celebrated Writer, was 
© trained in 2 the Learning of the Egyptians ; 
« which Learning was employ'd more eſpecially 
& in the Study of Theology. They were held the 
« frſt Inventers of religious Rites and Ceremonies, 
« of Pomps and Proce/jions. And where was this 


40 of his more likely to exert itſelf: 


“ where could we ſo naturally expect to ſee its 
10 as in forming the civil and ecclefiaſti» 
« cal Polity of his new Common-wealth. F © 


It will be allowed on all Hands, that this is a 


very natural and reaſonable Ctation, upon the 
Suppoſition, that Moſes was all the Time under 
mere human Guidance and Direction, and was left 
to manage and conduct his Scheme, according to 
the Principles and Notions imbibed in his Youth 
in the Schools and Colleges of Egypt. Upon this 
Sup fition, I would aſk, whence it came, that 


Ates, who, by his Education, muſt have been 


prejudiced in Favour of the Uſe of a future State, 
ventur'd ta eſtabliſh a public and national Religion, 
unſupported by its Sanction ? One can hardly ima- 
e ® Huthe's Philoſophical ENjays concerning human Underflaniing 7 
"+ De. Middleton Letter to Dr. Vaterland, p. 31. 
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ine that Writers ſq delicate with regard 
Nahe Hiſtory, will be ready to aequieſce in any 
of the Solutions hitherto given by the believing 
ſwerers of the Div. Leg. to the Problem hers 
propoſed to the Conſideration of Unbelievers. As 
1. That there was no real Difference in this reſ- 
between Moſes, and the other Founders of 
tates and Religions in the ancient World, fince 
none of the laſt made a future State the Sanction 


. 


of their civil Inſtitutions, any more than Moſes did 


of his. | iN 

2. That he did not teachand - inculcate the 
ages of 4 owes os 2 the IO of 

religious Syſtem, becauſe he was point- 
ed Miniſter of the temporal Covenant. * 

3. That it was perfectly needleſs and unne- 
ceſſary for Moſes to deliver this Doctrine in his 
written Inſtitutes, ſince the People were already 
n Poſſ eſſion of it. 

We will now conſider theſe ſeveral 2 
to the Doctrine of the Div. Leg. only premifing that 
we all along proceed upon a Principle which has 
been as ſtrongly aſſerted, by Dr. S!ebbing, as by 
that Author himſelf, viz, That the SaniFions of the 
Law were purely temporal, or that it made no Pro- 
viſion for the Doctrine of a future State. 

1. We 

* Some of the Writers againſt the D. IL. contend that future 
Rewards and Puniſhments were the real Sanction of the Moſaic 
Religion, but Dr. S. is ſo far from favouring this Notion, 
that he declares it to be intirely falſe and groundleſs. He 
tells us, © a future State of Rewards and Puniſhments is no 
6 22 part 7 nu „ e . was 3 
hs es; nor tau as pr ain 
« <A low | Soles, as an oo hoſe Teacher, 1 
*« not declare the Doctrine of a future State. 

„ e os i LS 
«© have been in Von, in which it is 11 b 
wo Place. Examination, p. 7. | - 

C P. 8. 9. 
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1. We ate told then, that none of the ancient 
Lawgivers ever made a future State the Sanction 
of his Laws. And if ſo, (ſay they) what is there 
extraordinary and uncommon in the Omiſſion and 


Abſence of this Doctrine, in the Moſaic Inſtitutes? | 


| To 
P. 8, 9. he owns © that the Doctrine of a future State is 
« no conſtituent part of the Inſtitution of Maſes, or that the 
« declaring and publiſhing that Doctrine was no part of 
„% his Commiſion.” 

He ſays, the San#ions of the Law were purely tempo- 


ral.” p. 35. 

60 3 ted, that the Promiſe of eternal Life was not 
« by the Law. If the Promiſe of eternal Life had 
« been by the Law, or which is all one, had the legal Cove- 
«© nant contained that Promiſe, there would indeed * beer 
« No ay} 4 any other Covenant.” p. 81. 

« In truth, it (the Law) could not contain it (the Doc- 
« trine of a future State,) being a Covenant of another Na- 
« ture.” p. 82. | 

In all theſe Paſſages the Dr. declares with great Frankneſs, not 
only that future Rewards and Puniſhments were not, but even 
could not be the Sanction of the Law. Nay, he goes ſo far 
as to affirm, that the contrary Suppoſition would make the 


Goſpel quite needleſs and unneceſſary. 
The 


eſe may perhaps ſeem hard Sayings to Dr. Rutherforth, + 


and thoſe Gentlemen, who would perſuade us, that a future 
State was the Sanction of the Law; and they may, if they 
think proper, call Dr. Stebbing to account for them. If they 
apprehend their Arguments to have any real Force, they 
muſt apply to bim for a proper Anſwer ; the Controverſy will 
lie between them and the Doctor, who fairly —_—_— the 
Author of the D. L. from this part of the Debate, and takes 
upon himſelf the Defence of the principal Point in Diſpute. 
I muſt take Notice, that the Difference between Dr. Steb- 
bing, and the Author of the Eſſay on Virtue is far from be- 
ing ſlight and inconſiderable. For each has, in effect, cha 
the other with maintaining Notions deſtructive of revealed 
Religion, or with aſſigning the Law of Mo/es ſuch Characters, 
as make it abſolutely unworthy of God. | 
Dr. Stebbing tells us, that the Sarions of the Religion 
inſtituted by Moſes were purely temporal. Now the Author 
of the Ey makes no Scruple to ſuggeſt that a Religion 
thus circumſtanced, and deffitute of the Sanction of a future 


* Dr, Ruther forth, 


* 
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To this I reply, that if we will take in (as we 
ſhould, if we would act fairly) the «whole — 


State, could not be ſuppoſed to come from God. He tells 
us that future Rewards and Puniſhments, as well as temporal, 
are contained in the Fewih Inſtitutes, But Dr. Stebbing is ſo 
far from acquieſcing in this Notion, that he declares it to be 
falſe and groundleſs, and even deſtructive of the Chriftian - 
Revelation. 

On the one hand Dr. S. charges the Author of the E/ay with 
overturning the Grounds and Foundation of the Chriſtian Diſ- 
penſation : For that annexing a future State to the Law makes 
it ſo perfect, as even to ſuperſede the uſe of the Goſpel. 

On the other hand, the Author of the E/ay charges Dr. 
S. with weakening and impairing the proper Authority or 
Divine Character of Mo/es. For he affirms, that the ſtripping 
and diveſting the Lew of this Doctrine, would make it utter- 
ly unworthy of God, or would of itſelf be a proper and 
ſafficient Confutation of its Pretence to a Divine Origi | 

Here then I would aſk Dr. Stebbing, why in his ſecond 
Pamphlet he took no Notice of this Principle advanced by 
the Author of the E/ay which makes a future State the Sanc- 
tion of the Law? Since he had branded it as deſtructive of 
Chriſtianity in his i Piece, why did he not, in his ſecond, 
apply his Cenſure, and call this Delinquent to account, as it ap- 
pears by his Polemic Works he has long ago aſſumed the Office 
to do. If Truth, as he affeRs to tell us, was what he ſought, 
he would be as ready to oppoſe dangerous Errors, when found 
in the E/ay, as when they make their at 4p mg in the 
D. IL. Or has the writing againſt this laſt Book ſo much Merit, 
in the Opinion of the Dr. that it will even atone for propaga- 
Fo 436 Doctrines as he holds to be fatal to the Chriſtian 

e? 

I find too that the preſent — of London agrees with 
Dr. S/. in this Queſtion, or ſuppoſes that the Law had no 
Sanctions but ſuch as were purely temporal. His Lordſhip 
tells us, that the Law of Moſes was founded in no other 
« expreſs Promiſes, than thoſe of temporal Happineſs and 
« Proſperity ; in no other expre/s Threatnings, than thoſe of 
temporal Loſs and Miſery.” 4th Diſcourſe on Prophecy. 

It will then be neceſſary for the Author of the Eſay to 
confute what his Lordſhip and Dr. Srebbing have been able 
to advance in ſupport of the contrary Opinion, before he can 
expect that his own Notion ſhould be received againſt the Au- 
thor of the D. L. And ſince Dr. Stebbing ſo freely declares _ 


C 4 
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6f Moſer, we muſt confider him as a Divine, aſl 


this Notion is incon/fent with, and dfiru7ive of the Goſpel, 
it will be incumbent on him to defend the other Side of the 
Queſtion againſt the Author of the Zfay, or otherwiſe he will 
be thought to have given up Chriſtianity as he would a mere 
Fiction and Impoſture. | 

To encourage him in this taſk, he may obſerve, that all our 
late Writers of Credit and Difiin&ion perfectly agree in diſ- 
carding the Doctrine of the E/ay, and in declaring for the Opini- 
on which makes the Sanctions of the Law purely temporal. 

- One of our more judicious as well as able Advocates for Re- 
velation tells us, (that the Sanctions of the Law were tem- 
5 poral.” And he is ſo far from conceiving a future State to have 
been an additional Sanction, that he hardly ſuppoſes the Jews 
to have had any Knowledge of it in the more early Ages 
of the Covenant. Though the Law = temporal 
good things to the Good, yet the Jews knew by long Ex- 


' 1 « perience, that thoſe Promiſes had not been fulfilled at all 

lt «« Times, and to all Perſons. , Extraordinary Interpoſitions in 

„ e behalf of the Righteous were grown leſs frequent, and 
{41008 40 proportionably to this Decreaſe, the Intimations of a ſutute State 

I 19 4 bad been more numerous and evident.” Tortin's Diſcourſes, p. 

ot 10, 11. Ed. I. which laſt Words, tho' they are not q 

i ö from, yet ſeem to refer to, the D. L. | 

7 The very worthy and learned the Archdeacon of Carlifle 


t; obſerves, * that the Jewiſh Covenant conſiſted in temporal 


1 Things, And aſſigns this as the reaſon of it's imperfection: 

BY | He ſuppoſes that a more rational and ſublime Syſtem of Du- 

„ ties could not be preſcribed by it, becauſe it had no Motives 
1 to offer, but ſuch as related to the preſent Life. Again; 

} l © the whole Few Inſtitution (ſays he) was a State of Diſ- 
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if | pee «- cipline and Bondage under the Elements of this World, a ſort 
| 0 of ſervile Confinement and tutelary Regimen, conducting 
% them by preſent temporal Rewards and carthly Projpetts ; 


— 
— . 


5 « affording only a dark diſtant Intimation of better Thi 85 | 
110 # « and introducing theſe in figurative Repreſentations, by 


, crifices, Types, and Emblems.” Of tbe ſeveral Diſpenſa- 
tions of revealed Religion, p. 112, 116, 7. Wl 
The learned Dr. Chapman declares, that the penal Sane- 
& tions annex'd to the Law, and the rewards to Obedience, were 
* on of a temporal kind.“ Eujebius, vol. 2. p. 184. 
Thus do my Lord of Londen, Dr. Sr. and the other Wri- 
ters, here quoted, concur in aſſerting that the Sanctions of 
the Law were purely temporal, In 7hcir hands way 
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ly alledged. But then the 


( 25] 
the Founder of a Religion, as well as a S/ate 
and the Founder of a civil Policy. Now, _ 
why, as a Founder of Religion, he did not ex 
mention the Doctrine of a future State; or, in other 
Words, why he did not make it the Sanction of his 
Religious Inftitutes ? Whoever will anſwer to the 
purpoſe muſt ſay, that there is nothing unuſual or 
extraordinary, in this Conduct of Moſes; and, to 

rove what he ſays, muſt produce Inſtances of other 
Founderd of Religion in the ancient World, whoſe 
Syſtems are not ſupported on the Sanctions of a 
future State. | | 
When we are told, that the ancient Lawgivers 


did not expreſsly teach the Doctrine of another 


Life, we ſhall probably 'aſk, whether they be con- 
ſidered as mere Legiſlators, or Founders of civil 


Policy; or whether, their Character of Divines, 


and Founders of Religion, is not to be taken in ? If 
it be anſwered, as mere Lawgivers; we ſhall re- 
ply, this is by no means a Caſe in Point; becauſe 
Moſes gave a Syſtem of religious as well as of 
civil Inſtitutes z and the inquiry now before us is, 
why he did not make a future State the Sanction of 
the firſt. If it be ſaid, that they were Divines 
as well as Stateſmen; and Founders of Religion 
as well as of ciyil Policy, it will be readily allowed, 
that their Examples are pr erly and pertinent- 

uſineſs will be to find 


I fhall chuſe to leave 250i part of the Controverſy, having no 


| Inclination to enlarge upon a Point, which ſeems to be already 


fixed and determined by the public Voice. 

In a Word, Dr. Seb. has ſo greatly eaſed the Defence of the 
D. L. that he has even turned Advacate for it's Author, and 
this, in two very conſiderable and important Articles, having 
undertaken to prove, againſt the Author of the E/ay, that 
the Sanctions of the Law were purely temporal; and againſt 
the Reverend Dr. Sykes, that it's Affairs were adminiſtred by 
an extraordinary Providence. 5 5 
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theſe Founders of Religion and Society together, 
who have given a Body of Religious Inſtitutes, in 
which a future State does not enter as the Sanction: 
Or at leaſt to find them in their Works, that is, 
ſome national Religion, in which this Doctrine does 
not make a principal and eſſential part. 

It has been faid too, but ſurely impertinently 


enough, Why ſhould we reckon it as any thing ſin- 


gular or extraordinary that Moſes did not expreſly 
inculcate the Notion of a future State, fine other 
Lawgivers have not done it; and the Laws of 
Spain, France, England, and other Countries do 
not particularly contain it ? 2 

But the Queſtion is not, why Moſes did not 
mention a future State in the Body of his civil 
Laws, but why he did not mention it in his religious. 


The proper inſtance, therefore, is of a Syſtem of 


religious, Inſtitutes become public and eſtabliſhed, 
in which the Doctrine of a future State is not 
taught. And I apprehend they muſt go farther 
than France or Spain, for ſuch an Inſtance. 
Here then they ſhould reflect a little on the par- 


ticular Nature of the Moſaic Conſtitution, where 


Religion and civil Policy were perfectly incorporat- 
ed, and bound up together into one Syſtem. The 
Law of Moſes contained both the national Re- 
ligion and the civil Policy of the Jews; and we 
ſhould naturally expe& to find in it the proper 
Sanctions both of religious and civil Laws; But 
thoſe of the former, which are found in all other 


Places, are here wanting. F 


When we aſk therefore, why Moſes did not 
make a future State part of his Inſtitutes, we aſk 
why it came neither into his religious nor his civil 
Syſtem. And it is to no purpoſe to reply, that 
other Lawgivers do not make it part of their 
civil Syſtem, n wn 
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We aſk, why the Law of Moſes did not con- 
tain the Doctrine of another Life? The Objectors 
I: Anſwer, that the Laws of other Countries do not 
8, contain it. Here they begin to quibble; a cer- 
8 tain ſign that their reaſoning is all run off, and the 

PDreggs only of an Argument remain. The word 
y Law, when apply'd to the Jewiſb Conſtitution, fig- 
* nifies a Body both of „ and civil Inſtitutes 
y When applied to other Conſtitutions, it means no 
r more than a Collection of mere civil Laws. 
pf So much for Moſes confider'd as a Divine, or 
0 Miniſter of Religion. The great Difference be- 
tween him and all the other Founders of Re- 


pt ligion in the ancient World, we aſſert to be this, 
il that He only gave a public and national Syſtem of 
5. Religion, which was not eſtabliſned on the Sanction 
of of a future State. 3 
l, But if we conſider him merely as a Lawgiver, 
It we ſhall find that even in this reſpect there was a 
er wide and conſiderable Difference between him and 

all the other Lawgivers in the ancient World. We 
= find that the reſt took care to eſtabliſh a public and 
i=. national Religion, which was ſupported on the 


t- Doctrine of a future State. Now Moſes himſelf 
e agreed to the general Practice of eſtabliſhing a 
e- public and national Religion, as believing that So- 
e ciety would not be able to ſubſiſt without one; but 
er then the Religion eſtabliſned by him had not the 
it Doctrine of another Life. Here I aſk, whence 
r comes ſo wide and conſiderable a Difference be- 
; tween the Conduct of Moſes and all other ancient 
Lawgivers; and why did not he, conſider'd as a 
mere Stateſinan and Politician, think it as neceſſary 
for him to eſtabliſh a Religion with a future State, 
as it was for all others? | 
Upon the whole, one cannot, I think, but con-, 
clude, that the Conduct of Moſes was ſingular and 
uncommon z , 


1281 | 
uncommon ; and that he differ'd from the other 
ancient Worthies, to whom he has been com 


(kx in t Reſpects. If we conſider him as the Foun. BY C 
Wm der of a Religion, we muſt own, that he was the th 
i only one in the ancient World, whoſe Syſtem was fi 
. not ſupported by the Doctrine of a future State. 8 
hh If we conſider him as a Lawgiver, we muſt own, ſe 
1/8 that he was the only one in the ancient World, O 
1:80 who thought fit to eſtabliſh a public and national Ki 
. Religion, unſupported by the Doctrine of a future 4; 
11th tate, 
4 In examining this firſt Objedtion, I have taken il © 
147 occaſion to obſerve, that Moſes muſt be conſider d th 
1 1 3 as the Author of a religious as well as of a civil 
. fic 


0 Syſtem, ſince he inſtituted a public and national 
* Religion for the Uſe of the 1/rachres. 
| In examining the two next Objections, I ſhall 
1 take Occaſion to obſerve, that the Deiſts and Un- 
1 believers, to whom the Argument of the Divine 


kl TLegation is addreſſed, muſt confeſs and acknow- * 
1 j ' ledge, that the 1/raziites had no Religion befides an 
. this, or had no Syſtem of religious Inſtitutes, ſe- th 
. 15 parate and diſtin from that deliver'd by Moſes. th 
1 We now proceed to the ſecond Objection. 


2. * It is ſaid, that Moſes could not teach and 
4 inculcate the Doctrine of a future State as the 
«© Sanction of his religious Inſtitutes, becauſe he 
«© was. only appointed Miniſter of the temporal 
Covenant. For that the Notion of another 
„Life was reſerved” to be revealed in God's 
pointed Time by Jeſiu, the Miniſter of the ſe- 
* cond or ſpiritual Covenant.“ . 
This Reaſoning plainly ſuppoſes the Reality 
and Truth both of the Jewiſb and the Chriſtian 
: Diſpenſationa. How therefore. does it ſuit the 
Deift, againit whom the Argument of the Divine 
F | * 
0 


Serre 
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| To ſay that Moſes was 8 — the 
temporal Covenant, is ' plainly ning him a 
Contmiſſian from God, Me alk the Big, how 
they will account for the Abſence and Omii- 
ſion of a future State in the Jetouiſi Inſtitutes, up- 
on the Suppoſition that Ms was, as they repre- 
ſent him, a mere human Leader. The preſent 
Objection informs us, that this Queſtion may be 
anſwer d upon the Suppoſition that he really had a 
divine Miſſion. But is not this in effect owning, 
that we cannot account for the Conduct of Moſes, 
unleſs we ſuppoſe his Divine Legation ? And is not 
this the very Thing Mr. V. contends for? 

It has been ſaid too, that Moſes had no Occa» 
ſion to teach and inculcate a future State in his In- 
ſtitutes, ſince it was his Bufineſs to have it under- 
ſtood that the Promiſe of another Life, was Part 
of the Chriſtian Covenant. But the Deiſt will not 
be diſpoſed to adopt this Reaſoning, fince it would 
oblige him to allow the Reality of ſome very diſ- 
tant and remote Prophecies, which would-eftabliſh 
the Truth and Authority both of the Chriſtian and 
the Few Diſpenſations. 

Nothing ſurely can be more extravagant, irrati- 
onal- and abfurd, than this Kind of Reaſoning 
when urged. in Oppoſition to the Argument of 
the Divine Legation. The great Foundation of 
this Argument, is, that there is a real Difference 
between the Conduct of Moſes, and that of all the 
other Founders of Religion in the ancient World : 
And ſuch a Difference as cannot be accounted for 
and explained, according to the Principles of mere 
human Policy and Wiſdom, or without ſuppoſing 
Moſts to have been under the particular Guidance 
d Direction of Heaven. And do the Objectors 
pretend to account for this Difference upon the 
common Principles of human Policy and Wiſdom, 

| or 


1 
or without aſſerting any Thing ſupernatural and 
divine in the Charter and Las of Moſes ? So 
far from it, that they put Moſes into the very Situ- 
ation aſſigned him by the Argument of the D. L. 
and conſider this Difference as nothing leſs than the 


immediate Order and Appointment of God. For 


what can they mean elſe, when they tell us, that 
Moſes was not permitted to make a future State 
the Sanction of his Religion, becauſe he was ap- 
pointed Miniſter of the temporal Covenant only ? 
If theſe Gentlemen would invalidate the Argu- 
ment of the Divine Legation, and ſo afford the 
Deiſts real Aſſiſtance, (as ſeems to be their aim) 
they ſhould endeavour to ſhew, how this Diffe- 
rence may be accounted for agreeably to the Prin- 
ciples of mere human Policy and Prudence, and 
without ſuppoſing any thing ſupernatural and di- 
vine in the Character or Conduct of Moſes. 

One may then reaſonably conjecture, that the 
Deifts will not think themſelves any further obliged 
to the Author of this Objection, than as he has 
ſhewn himſelf an equal Enemy with them to the 
Author of the Diuine Legation. For if this Eva- 
ſion could enable them to elude the Argument 
of the Divine Legation, yet it would be at the hard 
Expence of ſuppoſing the Truth and Divinity both 
of the Goſpel and the Law, or of allowing the 
divine Miſton of Jeſus, as well as that of Mees. 

So much for the ſecond Objection. | 
The Deifts put Moſes upon the ſame footing, 
and aſſign him the fame Views, Principles, and 
Motives of Conduct with the other Founders of 
Religion in the ancient World. It is therefore 
their Buſineſs to explain, how the common Prin- 
ciples of ancient Legiſlation and Wiſdom could in- 
duce Moſes to eſtabliſh a public and national Reli- 
gion, which had not the Support of a future _ 
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1 | 
And this they muſt do, before they can receive 
any Benefit from the third Objection, 

3. That it was perfectly needleſs and unne- 
« ceſſary for Moſes to deliver this Doctrine in 
« his written Inſtitutes, ſince the People were al- 
« ready in Poſſeſſion of it.” 

Now by this may be either meant, that the 
public Eſtabliſhment of this Doctrine, and the ma- 
King it a part of the national Religion, is not ne- 
cefiary in the Nature and Reaſon of Things ; or that 
the common Principles of ancient Legiſlation and 
Wiſdom, would not lead Moſes to imagine, that 
ſuch an Eſtabliſhment was neceſſary, where a fu- 
ture State was already a general and prevailing 
Doctrine. | 

I will begin with examining this Propoſition in 
the laſt Senſe, becauſe in that Senſe it ſeems more 
immediately to affect the preſent Argument. The 
Queſtion then is, Whether the common Principles 
of ancient Legiſlation and Wiſdom would lead Mo- 
ſes to imagine, that a public Eſtabliſhment of this 
Doctrine was unneceſlary, when it was already 
received and entertained by the People. In Sup- 
port of the Negative, I would obſerve, that 
many of the Founders of Religion, in the ancient 
World, were in the very Circumftances and Situa- 
tion here ſuppoſed, or had to do with a People 
who were already in Poſſeſſion of this very Doc- 

Parkin. 


ty trine. -But notwithſtanding this previous 

* ſion and Belief, they did not fail to make a proper 
oy Proviſion for it, or to give it a Place in the public 
oye and national Religion. The previous Perſuaſion 
* and Belief therefore of this Doctrine, was not 


deemed a ſufficient Reaſon, why it ſhould not be 


ri made a Part of, or incorporated into, the national 
_ Religion, when the common Principles of ancient 


Legiſlation 
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Legiſlation and Wiſdom were ſuffered to exert 
themſelves in their full Force. ; 
It may be proper to add, that the Ancients not 
only made this Doctrine a Part of the natural Re- 
ligion, but afterwards contrived ſeveral Methods 
in order to cultivate, preſerve, and ſupport the 
Belief of it, So far were they from imagining that 
the preſent Reception of it would make all fu- 
ture Care and Concern about it perfectly needleſs 
and unneceſlary. | 
We ſee then, that the Conduct of Moſes turns 
out juſt the Reverſe of what it ſhould have been EL 
according to the Reaſoning of the Deiſts. Theſe 2 
Gentlemen have thought fit to put him upon the g 
ſame Footing, and to aſſign him the ſame Views, R 
A 
th 
of 


Principles and Motives of Conduct with the other 
Founders of Religion in the ancient World. Now 
if he was left to the Influence of the fame Views, 
Principles and Motives with theſe other Worthies, 
one may reaſonably preſume, that Ze, like the 1 
reſt, would have taken the Advantage of the com- th 


mon and received. Notion of a future State, and Ir 
have made it the Sanction of the public and natio- 
nal Religion. ks CC 


Let us now examine this Propofition in the ſe- 
cond Senſe, or as implying, that, in tbe Nature 
and Reaſon of the Thing, it was not proper and ne- 
ceflary for Moſes to make a future State the Sanc- 
tion of his Religion, if it was already a oy = 
and common Notion among the /aelites. 
then I would obſerve, that Mo/es muſt propoſe and 
intend to reſt his religious Syſtem on the Autho- 
rity of ſofne Sanction or other. The ſtrongeſt, as 
well as readieſt, would be that which was raiſed | 
on ſome Doctrine already authoriz'd by the popu- 
Jar Belief. As therefore he found the People poſ- 
ſeſſed of the Doctrine of a future State, it was K 


{ 33] 
rt taral for him to make it the Sanction of his Re- 
i ligion. The deeper it was imprinted” and infixed 
ot in the Minds of the People, the more proper would 
e- it be for his Purpoſe, and the better calculated to 
Is ſerve for a Sanction of his religious Syſtem, The 
1e deeper it was rooted in the Minds of the People, 
at the greater of Courſe, would be its Influence. And 
u- the greater its Influence, the more effectuall)j 
11 | would it ſupport and promote Obedience to his 
religious Inſtitutes. | * 
ns The firm and general Belief therefore of this 
en Doctrine is ſo far from being a Reaſon why Moſes 
ſe ſhould not have made it the Sanction of his Reli- 


he gion, that it ſeems to be a plain and unanſwerable 
78, Reaſon, why he ſhould. | 
er It is the conſtant Cuſtom of Impoſtors to take 
WW Advantage of the popular Belief, and to eſtabliſh 
8, themſelves on the Prejudices and previous Opinions 
es, of the People. Now what better Advantage could 


he Moſes take of the popular Belief of a future State, 
m- than to apply it for the Sanction of his religious 
nd Inſtitutes? | 


* 


i0- And, (as he had conſtituted his Religion) he 
could not reaſonably expe& to reap any Benefit or 
ſe· Advantage from this Doctrine, unleſs he made it 
ure the Sanction: for he expreſly commands, that no- 
ne- thing ſhould be added to the written Syſtem, 
ne- and enjoins ſo cloſe an Adherence to it, as 
lar would oblige his People to reject and diſcard all 
ere Doctrines that were not contained in it. Hence 
ind L infer, that he aimed and propoſed to ſupport Obe - 
ho- dience to his Religion on the Virtue and Autho- 
as rity of no Motives but what were actually con- 
ſed MF tained in the Law. - You muſt confeſs, therefore, 


that he did not propoſe to - ſupport and inforce 
1 Obedience by the Doctrine of a future State, if you 
8 R 
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allow that he gave this Doctrine no Place in his te- 
ligious Inſtitutes. ' | | 

But I would defire the Objectors to attend a 
little longer to that Precept of the Law, which 
forbids any Addition to the written Inſtitutes. And 
they will ſee, that, that Prohibition made it needful 
and neceſſary for Moſes to inſert into the Body 
of his Laws all thoſe Doctrines which he deem- 
ed proper to preſerve and ſupport Obedience. It 
was therefore neceſſary for him to have inſerted 
the Doctrine of a future State, if he held it ne- 
ceſſary for this Purpoſe. 
Theſe Gentlemen ſeem to fancy, that it would 
have been ſuperfluous and impertinent in Moſes, 
to make this rine the Sanction of his Religion, 
as the People were left to their own Diſcretion 
to get and preſerve it, and to apply and conſider 
it as a Motive of Obedience to the national Re- 
ligion. But how were they left at Liberty to do 
this, when they were expreſly forbidden to make 
any Addition to the written Inſtitutes ? For conſi- 
dering and applying this DoQrine as a Motive of 
Obedience, would have been nothing leſs than an- 
nexing foreign and future Sanctions, to the temporal 
ones, native to the Law. , 

Beſides, what ſhould lead Moſes to imagine, 
that a public Eftabliſhment of this Doctrine would 
have been ſuperfluous and impertinent in bim, when 
it was held proper and neceſſary by all the ozber 
Founders of Religion, For theſe latter were ſo far 
from truſting their People to themſelves in this im- 
portant Point, or leaving them to apply the Doc- 
trine to the Support of the national Religion, ac- 
2 to their own Judgment and Diſcretion, that 
they deliver'd it as the plain and expreſs Sanction 
of their Inſtitutes ? | 


What 
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What then, after all, becomes of the Objection? 
The Point in Diſpute, is, Whether the general 
Perſuaſion and Belief of a future State 3 
the Iraelites would make it needleſs and unneceſ- 
ſary for Moſes to deliver this Doctrine as the Sanc- 
tion of his religious Inſtitutes. Now it has been 
ſhewn, that the common Principles of ancient Le- 
giſlation and Wiſdom, and the Nature and Reaſon 
of the Thing would equally diſpoſe Moſes to make 
a future State the Sanction of his Religion, in the 
Circumſtance and Situation of a mere human Law- 

ver. th 
i It has been ſhewn too, that it was neceſſary for 
Moſes to inſert it into the public and national. 
Religion, if he expected to reap any Benefit and 
Advantage from it, fince he had expreſly com- 
manded that no Addition ſhould be made to the 
written Inſtitutes. 
It may be ſaid, that the 77aelites would be able 
and diſpoſed to keep and preſerve the 1 
of a future State, even tho” their Lawgiver ha 


) > 
* - 


made no mention of it. 
But why ſhould Moſes preſume or imagine, that 
ö they would do this? Was there any Thing pecuhar 
ine, Nin the Genius and Difpofition of the Hebrew 
uld People, that would incline them to be more tena» 
hen cious of this Notion or Principle than the reſt of 
ber Mankind? It will be neceſſary for the Objectors 
far to ſhew, that They were more proper Depoſitaries 
of this Doctrine, and more likely to retain it, 
than any other People; for this very reaſon, becauſe 


ac- it is pretended, that Moſes alone left this Principle to 
hat Whit for itſelf, and truſted to his People to keep it 


as they could, even tho? all the other Founders of 
Religion made a proper and effectual uſe of it, and, 
dy that means, a proviſion' for it, by inſerting it 
nto the Body of their religious Inſtitutes. 
D 2 t 
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- It is ſuppoſed in the Objection, that Moſes in- 

tended his People ſhould preſerve this Doctrine z 

and be influenced in their Lives, and encouraged 
and quickened in their Obedience, by it. 

But how could he entertain any ſuch Expectati- 
on, when he had forbidden the People to make 
the leaſt addition to the written Inſtitutes, or to 
annex any Sanctions to them more than thoſe given 
by himſelf? - | 
To fay that the Maelites were able and diſpoſed, 
without any proviſion by Him, to preſerve and keep 
this Doctrine, will weigh but little with thoſe, who 
reflect, that They were a race of groſs, carnal, and 
worldly minded Men, tied down to earthly Ex- 
pectations and to ſenſible Objects; and no Ways 
diſpoſed to raiſe their Thoughts, and turn their 
Meditations to the Things of another Life. It 
ſeems therefore to be no improbable Suppoſition, 
that a future State would have been ſoon loſt and | 
extinguiſhed among a People thus circumſtanced, | 

| 


had no Proviſion been made in its Favour, and 
they left to keep it as they were able. | 
. Now as Moſes did thus leave it, and amongſt ſuch | 
a People, one can hardly help concluding, that he | 
laid no great Streſs upon it, as one well aſſured 
that his Inſtitution did not ſtand in need of it. 
We come in the next place to conſider the ſeve- 
ral Objections oppoſed by Dr. Stebbing, to the sx- 
cot p Argument of the Divine Legalion. | 
And here let me previouſly take notice of a com- 
modious Fallacy which the Dr. has introduced, and 
which is ready to ſerve his Turn on all Occaſions; 
and ſkulks under this Suppoſition, that the Jews 
were in Poſſeſſion of another Syſtem of Religion, ſepa- 
rate and diſtinct from that deliver d by Moles. 
Now, I muſt defire the Reader to recollect, that 
Mr. V. undertakes to prove the Divine Ws 
0 
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of Moſes againſt Deiſts and " Unbelievers. But 
theſe Gentlemen do not ſuppoſe, the Fews had 
any Religion but that inſtituted by Moſes; and, 
what is more, their own Principles will not ſuf⸗ 
fer them to ſuppoſe any other. But our Doctot 
ſays, that they had a prior Syſtem, in Con- 
ſequence of the Mrabamic Covenant. Be it ſo; 
and it is poſſible, theſe Gentlemen may take his 
word for it, when they are once become Be- 
lievers. At preſent, they ſay, that the /raelites, 
in the Time of Moſes, were ſunk into the groſſeſt 
and baſeſt of the Egyptian Superſtitions. They can 
therefore aſſign them no prior Syſtem, but that of 
Egyptian Idolatry. Now, ſure the Dr. will not ſay 
that Moſes left them in Poſſeſſion of ibis Syſtem, 
fince they were commanded, under the Terror of 
the heavieſt and ſevereſt Penalties, to abandon and 
deſert it. . 

As Moſes commanded that no Addition ſhould 
be made to his written Inſtitutes, he did, in Ef- 
fect, command his People to reject and diſcard all 
other Syſtems of their own procuring or inventing. 
The Deiſts then can aſſign them no previous Re- 
ligion, in the Pofleflion of which they can allow 
them to have been left by Moſes. 

Theſe Gentlemen therefore, can argue only u 
on the Suppoſition, that the 1/-ae/ztes had no Reb. 
gion but that given them by 1o/es. 

So that, of neceſſity, the Deiſts muſt allow, there 
was a great and eſſential Difference between Mo- 
fes, and the other ancient Worthies, to whom they 
compare him. For where will they find a Law- 
giver, who eſtabliſhed a Religion without the Doc- 
trine of a future State? or where will they find 
a Founder of Religion, whoſe public Inſtitutes 
were not ſupported on this Doctrine? | 

5 It 
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It is allowed then, by the Deiſts, that the Ferps 
had no Religion, but that inſtituted by Mefes. It 
is allowed too, that he made no mention of a fu- 
ture State in his religious Syſtem, and that he did 
not leave his People at Liberty to ſupply the Defe& 
by any Invention of their own, fince he expreſly 
order'd that no Addition ſhould be made to his 
written Inſtitutes. So that, in Virtue of ſuch an ce 
Omiſſion and ſuch a Probibition, he put his Religion 66 
into a Situation, that would naturally diſable it from 6c 
receiving any Benefit or Advantage from the Doc- el 
trine of a future State. And how could he ima- 7 
gine, that a Religion, thus circumſtanced, would 7 
be able to ſupport itſelf, under the Adminiſtrati- 1 
on of a common and ordinary Providence? ( 
v 
f 
i 
t 
| 
{ 
f 
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Come we now directly to the Dr. who, altho? 
he be too wiſe to be taught by his Adverſary, may 
yets without departing from his Dignity, conde- 

nd to receive his Thanks, which 1s here grate- 
fully tendered to him, for his allowing or rather aſ- 
ſerting every thing neceſſary to inforce the /econd 
Argument of the Divine Legation. He warmly 
and ſtrenuouſly aſſerts, that the Sanctions of the 
Law were purely Temporal. He will allow Mr, 
VV. therefore to take this Point for granted in his 
Diſpute with the Deiſts. The Queſtion then will 
be, How came Moſes to deviate ſo far from the com- 
mon and general Practice of the Ancients, as to 
eſtabliſh a public and national Religion, which had 
not a future State for it's Sanction? 

In order to relieve the Difficulty, the Dr. has re- 
courſe to the common Diſtinction between the Co- 
venants made with Abrabam, one Temporal, and 
the other Spiritual. Now fince Moſes was the Mi- 
niſter of the firſt, we are told, he could not be 
commiſſion'd to teach a future State, as this Pro» 
vince was reſerved for the Miniſter of the Spt 
a tit 
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ritual Covenant“. But as the Deiſt mo > 
fu Diſtinction, and denies the very Being Reality 
* of both theſe Covenants, he can make no poſſible 
uſe of the Doctor's Anſwer, to explain, why M- 
. ſes did not make a future State the Sanction of his 
14 Religion. 
hen the Dr. talks therefore of Prior Re- 
* « velat ions ſubſiſting among the Patriarchs and 
gon <« their Poſterity from Adam down to the Time of 
be « Moſes,” + in order to evade the Argument of 
" the D. L. he ſeems to leave his good Allies, the 
* Deiſts, in the Lurch. For he ſhews us, that there 
1d is no accounting for the Conduct of the Hebrew 
2 | Lawgiver, without allowing the Reality of the 200 
Covenants, Temporal and Spiritual (an Argument 


of which, as I am credibly informed, Mr. V. has in- 
4 forced and explained at large in the unpubliſhed 
ar: Volume of the Divine Legation) and what does 
ys the allowing this amount to, but a Confeſſion of the 
1 Truth of Revelation; the Point, to which it was 
4 Mr. Vs purpoſe, in writing the Divine Legation, 
ly to bring Unbelievers of all Denominations. At pre- 
ie ſent, as it is fo ingemouſly urg'd by Dr. STzBBING, 
r. to confute the Argument of the Divine Legation, 
— I apprehend they will not be much inclined to eſ- 
Il * it; whatever they may be hereafter forced 
E to do, in ſatisfaction of their Profeſſions of the Love 
0 of Truth, when it is ſhewn them that there is no o- 
4 ther way of accounting for the Omiſſion but by 
bringing in the Revelation-Syſtem. | 
" Here then the Doctor ſhould have made a Sepa- 
* ration of Wiſdom; ſhould have diſtinguiſbed between 
4 the Deiſts and himſelf : And have aſſigned the former 
8 no Principles, but ſuch as are conſiſtent with their 
1 | D 4 | Cha- 


Examination, p. 3 5. &c. 
+ Hiſtory of 4brabam, p. 75. 
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Character: Let him take them under his Protection, 
let him give them his Aſſiſtance, let him ſupply them 


With new Arguments, or point their old ones with 


ew -Þgree ; in ſhort, let him allow them to make 
RabEXPERIMENTS they pleaſe, in order to elude 


um. AT demand is, that he ſhould make his Deiſts 
like” Dries; and not aſſign them ſuch Princi- 
ples, as make them Chriſtians before their time. 


It is their Buſineſs to explain, why Moſes ſhew'd 


himſelf ſo indifferent and unconcerned in eſtabliſh- 
ing a future State, and left his People to themſelves 
to keep it as they could, without uſing the ſame 
Care to preſerve it, which other Legiſlators did, 
who were in the ſame Situation and Circumſtances. 
We ſay that this ſingular and extraordinary Con- 
duct in Moſes is inexplicable, but upon the Sup- 
poſition that he acted by the immediate Order and 
Appointment of God. And ſo fays the Dr. too, 
for all his huffing. For of whoſe Appointment, 
but God's, were the wo Covenants he ſpeaks of, 
temporal and ſpiritual ? 5 

For this learned Man, therefore, to maintain, that 
this is the proper way of accounting for the Ab- 
ſence and Omiſſion of a future State in the Moſaic 
Inſtitutes, is in effect confeſſing, that the Deiſts are 
not able, on their own Principles, to account for 
the Omiſſion, and that, conſequently, the Author 
of the D. L. has gained a perfect and complete 
Victory over his Adverſaries. 

Nothing, I apprehend, can do more Honour to 
Mr. V. or more Credit to his Argument, than 
this Evaſion of the Dr.'s, which implies, that the 
Author of the D. L. by virtue of this /econd Ar 

ment, has drove and forced the Deiſts to ac- 

nowledge the Truth and Divinity both of the 
Law and the Goſpel. For, according to the Dr. 
7 nothing 


Argument of the D. L. In this I can bear with 


- a a as 


* © D Wd v9 © 


+ 
1 


141 
nothing leſs than ſuch an Acknowledgment, will 
enable any one to account for the Abſence and 
Omiſſion of a future State in the Moſaic Inſtitutes. 
But if the Dr. would do the Deiſts a ſubſtantial” 
Service, he ſnould prove, that the common Modes 
ith and Maxims of ancient Legiſlation and Wiſdom, or 
105 the natural Suggeſtions of mere human Policy and 
ct Prudence, would lead Moſes to eſtabliſh a public 
| and national Religion which had not the Doctrine 
yd of a future State. But this, I am afraid, he will 
ſh- never be able to do, having already owned, that 
ves there never was a State or civil Society without a 
me 3 and eftabliſhed Religion; or an eftabliſhed 
eligion without a future State. A plain Confeſſion, 
es. that the common Principles of ancient Legiſlation 
on- and Wiſdom would naturally have led Moſes to 
up- give his national Religion the Sanction of a future 
and State. OS. | 
do, The Sum then of the Argument amounts to this: 
nt, The Dr. allows Mr. W. to have proved the San- 
of, ctions of the Moſaic Inſtitutes to be purely em- 
95 poral. — He allows too, that this Circumſtance can 
hat be only accounted for and explained upon the 


\b- Suppoſition that Moſes was really commiſſioned and 
ſaic ſent by God. Need we any more to ſee, that Mr. 
are NV. has proved the Divine Legation of Moſes a- 
for gainſt the Deiſt or Unbelie ver? 


The Doctor obſerves, Mr. Warburton's Argument 
is intended for the Conviction of Unbelievers. (Exam. 
P. 66.) And he has now ſhewn, to purpoſe, that it 


to is fitted to produce it's end. But this however was 

nan far from his purpoſe; he has, therefore (for the Con- 

the ſolation of his good Friends, the Deiſts) pointed | 
Ar out but two Methods of eluding it. The firſt is, | 
ac- a Suppoſition that the Jetes were in Poſſeſſion of | 
the the Doctrine of a future State, by virtue of ſome 
Dr 


prior Revelations : The other is, that Moſes had a 
a | previous 


—— 


14a | 
previous Aſſurance and Belief, that he ſhould be 
aſſiſted in an extraordinary way. x | 

The Deiſt can make no uſe of the fir ft, fince it is 
evidently inconſiſtent with his avowed Principles. 
And if — has recourſe to the ſecond, he muſt con- 
feſs that Mr. V. has proved the Divine Legati- 
on of Moſes. | 

But a word or two more with the Doctor's fa- 
mous Conceſſion, that Moſes made no Provifion 
« for a future State in the Law.” p. 134. To this 
Mr. W. replies ** the ſecond Syllogiſm will in- 
« form him, that what He grants is all I want. 
% For if Moſes would leave his People to get or 
< keep a Doctrine as they could, ſo neceſſary and 
<« believed by him to be fo neceſſary, under an or- 
« dinary Providence, to Religion and Society, we 
ac muſt needs conclude, he was well aſſured, that 
cc his Inſtitution could do without it. Or, in o- 
« ther Words, that the Defe& would be ſupplied 
« by the Adminiſtration of an extraordinary Pro- 
cc vidence. App. to Remarks, p. 140. | 

It has been obſerved, that the other Law- givers and 
Founders of Religion thought themſelves obliged to 
make a Proviſion for this Doctrine, by giving it a 
place in the public and eſtabliſhed Religion. Whence 
came this Difference between Moſes and the reſt, il 
they had all the ſame common Views and Motives 
of Conduct? 

For my part, I muſt own, I am quite unable to 
account for it; any otherwiſe than by A 
that he was perfectly ſatisfied, his Inſtitution coul 
do without @ future State; or, that the Defedt 
would be ſupplied by the Adminiſtration of an ex- 
traordinary Providence. _ 

„ If you ſay, and can prove it too, (ſays the 

« Dr. to Mr. W.) that the Fews in Fat HAD 

* not the Doctrine of a future State; this 2 
(et. 


1 
ce will be a Plea that an extraordinary Providence 
« was neceſſary to ſupply the want of it; and that 
« Moſes, when he undertook the Government, was 
ce well aſſured, that he ſhould be extraordinarily 
« ſupported.” * Gi 

Would it ſo? Then, pray let him uſe the Plea, 
he has ſo well ſupported : For he ſeems to have 
ſhewn to a Demonſtration, the body of the early 
Jews in fa# had not the Doctrine of a future State. 
Not fo faſt, fays the Dr. If this will content him, 
he is welcome to my Conceſſion, that Moſes made 
no proviſion for a future State in the Law : but then 
let him take it along with him, that, If this is 
« right reaſoning, it will prove, ſo far as I can 
e perceive, the Divine Legation of all the Sove- 
« rign Princes in the World: For though the Doc- 
« trine of a future State may be received in all Na- 
* tions, and is received at leaſt in all civilized Na- 
« tions; it enters not into the civil Conſtitution of 
any. It is a general Principle which Government 
&« preſuppoſes, and when any Religion is founded 
e upon this Principle (as ſome always muff) that 
« Religion may be provided for by Laws. So it 
« is in all Chriſtian Countries, and ſo it was un- 
% der Moſes's Adminiſtration, who found the 1 ae- 
« lites in poſſeſſion of a Religion, to which if new 
e external Rites were added, yet the whole ftood 
e upon the eld Foundation, the Covenant which 
“God had made with their Fathers, which I fay 
* (and which Mr. V. now permits me to ſay) was 
then underſtood as containing the hope of a fu- 
ture State. To what end then ſhould Moſes en- 


ter this Doctrine into the Body of his Laws, 
* when it lay at the bottom of the common Religi- 
on then in uſe ? or what Evidence can poſſibly a- 
* riſe from its being not entred, to prove his Le- 


* Hiſtory of Abraham, p. 81. 
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« cation to be divine”? Hiſtory of Abraham, 
78, 7% 7 . 4 

a 4 If his is right reaſoning it will prove, ſo far 
&« as I can perceive, the Divine Legation of all the 
Sovereign Princes in the World.” | 
And ſo it would, if all thoſe Sovereign Prince 
had acted as Moſes did; that is, have inſtituted 
national Religions, (where every thing was minute- 


? 
Iy preſcribed, and nothing to be added) which had 4 
not the Doctrine of a future State. He ſuppoſes R 
therefore, and ſo, (on demand, ) is obliged to prove, A 
that there is not in the whole World any one public = 
and national Religion, ſupported on the Sanction of a U 
future State. A harder Taſk, I ſuppoſe, than what 4 
he requires of his Ad verſary, to prove, that the ear- y" 


ly Fews in fact had not the Doctrine of a future Stalt. 

« For tho' the Doctrine of a future State may 
< be received in all Nations, and is received at 
« leaſt in all civilized Nations; it enters not into 
« the civil Conſtitution of any.” 

Here he puts the Change upon Himſelf, His 
Argument required him to prove, that this Doc- 
trine made no part of the national Religions; and he 
affirms, that it made no part of the civil Inſtitutions, 

He obſerves, that this Doctrine is received and 
entertained where it makes. no part of the political 
Conflitution, But if he would talk to the purpoſe, 
he ſhould tell us of ſome Countries, where it is re- 
ceived and entertained without making any part of 
the public Religion. This would be a Curigſiiy 
and nothing leſs, I can aſſure the Dr. will ſerve 
his purpoſe. | 

It is a general Principle which Government 
« preſuppoſes; and when any Religion is founded 
« upon this Principle (as /ome — muſt) that 
„ Religion may be provided for by Laws. Soil 
« js in all Chriſtian Countries, and fo it was unde 

Met 
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„ Moſes's Adminiftration, who found the 1/raelites in 
% Poſſeſſion of a Religion, to which if new external 
« Rites were added, yet the whole ſtood upon the 
« 0/4 Foundation, the Covenant which God had 
« made with their Fathers, which was then under- 
&« ſtood as containing the hope of another Life “.“ 

Here he argues upon the Suppoſition, that the 


' [/raclites were in Poſſeſſion of a certain Syſtem of 


Religion, ſeparate and diftin& from that given by 
Moſes, But this Suppoſition is not to be admitted 
in the preſent Argument, addreſt to Deiſts and 
Unbelievers. For theſe Gentlemen can afford the 
Iſraelites no Syſtem of Religion beſides that given 
by the Law, If therefore it can be proved, that 
Moſes made no Proviſion for a future State = the 

. Aw, 


* Were I diſpoſed to purſue and explain the preſent Argu- 
ment more at large, I have here a fair Opportunity to expoſe 
the ſeveral Contradictions and Inconſiſtencies that occur in 
the Dr.'s proſecution of his Hypotheſis, and to lay open 
his Syſtem in all its Diſtreſs and Nakedneſs. It would be 
ealy to prove, even on his own Reaſoning, that the Re- 
velation made to Abraham, containing the Promiſe of a fu- 
ture State, was ſo far from being conſider d by the Mael- 
ites in the Time of Mo/es, as the true Foundation and Sup- 
port of their Religion, that they really had no idea or Me- 
mory of it. But I ſhall not concern myſelf with this at 
preſent, as I am only endeavouring to clear the ſecond Argu- 
ment of the D. L. from the ſeyeral Objections that have been 
brought againſt it. 

He tells us, that he avhole and conſequently the Meſaic 
Diſpenſation food upon the old Foundation, or the Principle of 
a future State, eontained in the Abrahamic Covenant. But 
how could the Mz/aic Inſtitutes ſtand upon this Principle, 
as their proper and real Foundation, unleſs future Rewards 
and Puniſhments were the Sanction of the Law ? For the word 
Foundation, when uſed as ſomething ſupporting a Religion, is a 
figurative Term, which fignifies neither more nor leſs than 


Sanction. How then is this Aſſertion conſiſtent with thoſe 


Parts of the Doctor's r Pamphlet, in which he ſo plainly and 
explicitly declares, that the Laso had no Sanctions bat what 
were purely temporal ? 
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Law, the Deiſts muſt confeſs that he made no Pro- 
viſion for a future State at all. | 2 

Leaft of all will the Doctor's Suppoſition be ad- 
mitted on this account, as it would oblige them 
likewiſe to confeſs a preciſe, exact, and circum- 
ſtantial Prediction of the Goſpel Covenant. For the 
Promiſe of a Redeemer made to Abraham is con- 
ſider d as the great Foundation and Support of this 
ſeparate diſtinct Syſtem. By 
„ To what End then ſhould Moſes enter this 
t Doctrine into the Body of his Laws, when it 
<< lay at the Bottom of the common Religion then 


*in Uſe? or what Evidence can poſſibly ariſe from 


<« its being not entred, to prove his Legation to 
„be divine?“ 1 
He fancies we ſee, it was needleſs for Moſes to 
make a Proviſion for this Doctrine by entering it 
into his Inſtitutes, becauſe the People were already 
in Poſſeſſion of it, by Virtue of the Abrahamic Co- 
venant. But he forgets, that Mr. . is arguing 
with the Deiſts, who believe nothing of an Abra- 
bamic Covenant, but hold, that the Inſtitutes of 
Moſes made the entire Sum of the Jewiſh Religi- 
on. If therefore theſe Gentlemen will ſuppoſe 
that it was needleſs for Moſes to make any Pro- 
viſion for this Doctrine in his Inſtitutes, they muſt 
ſuppoſe too, he was well aſſured, he ſhould be 


' ſupported in an extraordinary Manner. 


It is poſſible then that the Dr. himſelf by, this 
time may ſee, how the Omiſſion and Abſence of a 
future State in the Moſaic Inſtitutes, is a proper 
and ſufficient Proof of the divine Miſſion of Moſes 
againſt Deiſts and Unbelievers. | 
In ſhort, the Dr. with all his Diligence and Zeal, 
will never be able to teach the Deiſts how to prove 
that Moſes made any Proviſion for the Doctrine 
of a future State. If they will ſuppoſe him to have 

cone 


A 
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done ſo, it muſt be either in his Lam or his Hiſtory. 
The Dr. himſelf aſſerts, that no Proviſion was 
made for it in the Latu, and therefore deprives the 
Deiſt of all Advantages from this Quarter. In the 
Hiſtory of Moſes, indeed, ſome dark, intricate, and 
obſcure Prophecies do occur, which are gene- 
rally ſuppoſed by Believers, to contain the Promiſe 
of another Life. We learn there, that the Seed of 
the Woman was to bruiſe the Serpent's Head, and 
that all Mankind was to be bleſſed in one of the 
Deſcendants of Abraham. Theſe indeed were real 
Predictions of the Goſpel Covenant. But we fay, 
the Deiſts will hardly, in mere complaiſance, be diſ- 
poſed to ſay ſo too: And what elſe ſhould diſpoſe 
him, while he continues a Deiſt, I confeſs I cannot 
find out, But to return to the Dr.'s Obſervations 
on the preſent Argument. | 

« If Moſes, ſays Mr. V. would leave his Peo- 
te ple to keep a Doctrine as they could, ſo neceſ- 
« ſary and believed by him to be ſo neceſſary, un- 
eder an ordinary Providence, to Religion and So- 
« ciety, we muſt needs conclude, he was well aſ⸗ 
« ſured, that his Inſtitution could do without it; 
& or, in other Words, that the Defe& would be 
« ſupplied by an extraordinary Providence.“ Re- 
marks, p. 140. | 

To this the Dr. replies, What is this leaving 
« the People to keep AS THEY COULD? If it means 
« any thing, it muſt be, that unleſs Maſes had 
« entred the Doctrine of a future State into the 
Body of his Laws, there would have been great 
% Danger of its being le, among the Fews ; which 
eis juſt as good Senſe as if I ſhould fay, that be- 
«© caule this Doctrine is not entered in Ma 
« Charta, or in the Statutes of the Realm, there- 
fore there is Danger of its being loſt among the 
People of England. The Doctrine of a _ 

I *6 Otate 


. 
« State cannot be loſt in England, or any where 
<« elſe, ſo long as Chriſtianity is preſerved ; and 
<« for this the civil Laws of all Chriſtian Coun- 
<« tries make Proviſion. In like Manner, ſuppo- 
« fing the Jews to have believed the Doctrine of tel 


<« a future State when Moſes came, as being con- fut 
„ tained in the Religion then received and deli- Wi 
c yered down to them from their Forefathers ; it it 


«© was impoſſible they ſhould loſe that Doctrine of 
« whilſt they preſerved their Religion, and the 
“ Preſervation of this was the grand Deſign of 
« Moſes's whole Oeconomy. It is therefore a 
<« ridiculous Inference to ſay, that becauſe Moſes 
« did not enter this Doctrine into the Body of his 


« Laws, therefore he was well aſſured, that his nar 
« Inſtitution would do without it; or that there ſine 
& could be any ſuch Defe# (fo far as this Doctrine as t 
« would be of uſe to him) as would want to be c 
«ſupplied by the Adminiſtration of an extraordi- * 
& nary Providence. Hiſtory of Abraham, p. wet 
80, 81. * 
What he ſays, is this (and he ſays it with a cleat- * 
neſs that cannot be miſtaken; and with a confidence i © v 
as if it could not be confuted) that the Doctrine of ml 
a future State would have run no Danger or Hazard E 
of being loſt, or would have continued to ope : {eco 
rate with a proper * of Influence and Force, ¶ reaſc 
notwithſtanding it had made no Part of the civil ot fing 
political Conſtitution of the es; juſt as the ſame i lief, 
Doctrine ſubſiſts here in England, although it i nary 
not entered into the Magna Charta, or the Statutes If 
of the Realm. But would he put the Caſe ho; Mat 
neſtly, that is, as it ſtands in fact, he ſhould have 2 
brought an Example, not from England, when Abſe 
no ſuch example is to be found, but from ſome o /aic 
ther Country, where a future State made no PH 4%: 
either of the civil Conſtitution, or of the pub * n. 


and 
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and national Religion. For it has been obſerved, that 
the Law of Moſes contained the public and national 
Religion, as well as the political and civil Conſtitu- 
tion of the Jewiſh People. The Dr, then muft 
tell us, - whether he ſuppoſes, that the Notion of a 
future State would be able to ſubſiſt and operate 
with a proper Degree of Force in England, tho? 
it made no Part either of the civil Conſtitution, or 
of the public and national Religion. 

« Suppoſing the Jews to have believed the 
Doctrine of a future State when Moſes came, as 
« being contained in the Religion then received and 
« delivered down to them from their Forefathers, 
« &c.” Here he ſpeaks of the Abrahamic Cove- 
nant, and therefore ſpeaks nothing to the Purpoſe, 
fince he only offers ſuch Aſſiſtance to the Deiſts, 
as the Deiſts will not be ready to accept. 

„It is therefore a ridiculous Inference to ſay, 
« that becauſe Moſes did not enter this Doctrine 
« into the Body of his Laws, therefore he was 
ce well aſſured, that his Inftitution would do with- 
« out it, or that there could be any ſuch Defe# as 
« would want to be ſupplied by the Adminiſtration 
&« of an extraordinary Providence.“ 

But can the Deiſts, even when befriended and 
ſeconded by the Dr. himſelf, give any confiſtent and 
reaſonable Account of this Omiflion, without ſuppo- 
fing that Moſes had a previous Aſſurance and Be- 
lief, that -he ſhould be ſupported in an extraordi- 
nary Manner ? 3 | 

If they cannot, what is there ridiculous in this 
Matter but in the Doctor's Reflections upon it? 

The Deiſts are called upon to account for the 
Abſence and Omiſſion of a future State in the Mo- 
ſaic Inſtitutes; and the Dr. has recourſe to the 
Abrahamic Covenant, to relieve the Difficulty. Now 
is not this ridiculous, to 3 his Friends lx 


% 


rs 


Principles, as their Character will not ſuffer them 


to make uſe of“? He will ſay, then, let thoſe 


The Dr. had ſaid, that “ the Law of Maſes made no pro- 
« oi/ion for a future State. If this Principle is a// you want, 
4 it will ſtand.” 

To this Mr. V. replies, What the Connexion of a lon 
« Chain of reaſoning hindred him from ſeeing, I hope this 
« ſhort Yiew will bring to light. And that the ſecond Sylle- 
« gin will inform him, that Wnar Hz Grants is all J 
« want. For if Mo/es would leave his People to. get or keep 
« a Doctrine as they could, ſo neceſſary, and believed by him 
1c to be ſo neceſſary, under an ordinary Providence, to Reli- 
« gion and Society, we muſt needs conclude, he was well al- 
ac Fired that his Inſtitution could do without it ; or, in other 
% Words, that the Defe& would be ſupplied by the Adminiſ- 
« tration of an extraordinary Providence. 

What he obſerves here is, that this ſingle Conceſſion is all 
that is neceſſary to eſtabliſh the Argument of the D. L. 

But then you ſee he means the Argument contained in the 
Second Syllogiſm ;; — © the ſecond Syllogiſm will inform him, 
« that what he grants is all I want.“ 

Yet the Dr. complains, ** that his Adverſary would change 
„ and ſhift the Queſtion. For that his original Argument re- 
« quired him to prove that the Jau had no Knowledge of a 
* future State, whereas he now pretends that he need prove no 

4 more, than that it had no place in the Law, or that the 
* Conceflion of its Abſence and Omiſſion in the Maſaic In- 
« ſtitutes, is ſufficient to eſtabliſh and confirm his Argument.” 

His original Argument confifted of two Sy/logi/ms, each of 
them a proper, diſtin and independent Proof of the Miſſion 
of Moſes. On the Doctor's telling him that The Law of 
« Moſes made no Proviſion for a future State, and that there- 
« fore if this Principle was all he wanted, it would ftand ;" 
Mr. V. replies, that it is all he wants to ſupport the /econd 
Syllogiſi, the Eſtabliſhment of which evinces the divine Legation 

of Moſes. And this his moſt acute Adverſary calls changing 
and ſhifting the Dueſtion. 

The Foundation of Mr. F.'s frf Argument is, that the 

Fews had no knowledge of a future State. 

The Foundation of his /econd is, that Mo/es inſtituted 4 

public and national Religion which was not ſupported on 
this Sanction. 

Now the Doctor's Conceſſion, that Moſes made no proviſion 

for a future State in his Religious Inſtitutes, is all that is wanting 

to eſtabliſh and ſupport this. ſecond Argument. As 


511 

uſe them, who can. Why, in good truth, he 

has my Leave, and, I dare fay, Mr. Warbvr- 
g | ton's 3 

| As our Author had fajd, that this Conceſſion was ſuffici- 

ent for his Purpoſe, the Dr. in his State of the Argument would 


infer, that he is diſpoſed to abandon and give up this f Ar- 
gument. Suppoſe the Dr. found it convenient to prove that he 


2 was legally poſfeſſed of his Arch-deaconry ; Does this imply he 
J- . . . 

1 was ready to give up his Chancellorſhip ? Why ſhould accumu- 
lative Arguments be thought Jeſs neceſſary than actumulative 
P Dignities ? 

. P. 77, 78. Having repeated Mr. V.'s frf Syllogiſm, he 


. adds, © fince then, in the Author's own account, his Argu- 
« ment requires him to ſay, that the Jews in Moſes's time 
10 e did not believe a future State; it is abſurd and contradictory 
n « to affirm, that it will be ſecured by the fingle Suppoſition, 

= that the Doctrine of a future State was no conſtituent Part 
« of the Law of Moſes.” Here the Dr. was plainly at a 

Fault by not being able to diſtinguiſh between Mr. V. 's frf 
and ſecond Argument. The one — indeed require him to 
ſay, that the Fewws had not this Doctrine: The bare Conceſſion 
that this Doctrine is no conſtituent Part of the Law is all that 
is neceſſary to eſtabliſh the other. Ty 

The Dr. is quite amazed, that any one ſhould think this Con- 
eeſſion ſufficient to evince the Miſſion of Moſes. © If this is the 
« Caſe, I will give up the Examination as one entire Inper- 
« tinency, for which, however, there will be this excuſe, that 
* it is only one Impertinency for another. For as this /atter 
Point is the whole Subject of the Examination; fo it 
« makes the principal Figure in the ſecond Part of the ſecond 
Volume of the D. L. But to what purpoſe (one may rea- 
“ ſonably aſk) was it ever mentioned if it had nothing ta 
do with the Argument?” p. 76. 

Here then let us take him at his Word; he muſt either give 
up the whole Examination as one entire Impertinency, or enable 
the Dei//s to account for the Abſence and Omiſſion of a future 
State, in the national and eſtabliſhed Religion of the. Fes, 
without ſuppoſing the Divine Legation of Meſes. 

* Why was this latter Point (viz. that the Fewvs had no 
Knowledge of a future State) even mentioned, if it had 
© nothing to do with the Argument?” 

It was properly and pertinently mention'd in the D. L. as it 
had to do with the frf Argument, or was indeed its main 
Foundation and Support, How weak and confident is it 
to affirm, that a Principle is 9 alledged, or does 
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ton's; becauſe whoever clears the Difficulty by the 


Abrahamic Covenant, muſt own hat en 


An 


not contribute to the = a of one Argument, purely becauſe 
it has nothing to do with another? ty: 

The Dr. has made no ſcruple' to charge the Author of the 
D. L. with a Deſign to abandon his fr/f Point, and diſcharge 
it his. Service; as no longer diſpoſed to aſſert and maintain, 
that the Jeaus had not the ; i edge of a future State, Hif- 
tory of Abraham, p. 77. | 

It is hardly credible, that a Writer, who had the leaſt re- 

ard for his Character, ſhould allow himſelf in ſo groſs a 
— For Mr. V. has been ſo far from giving 
up this Point, that he aſſerts it in theſe very Remarks in as 
plain, poſitive, and direct terms, as in the D. L. itſelf ; not 
only vindicates ſeveral Arguments alledged by him before, but 


| * ne ones, in Confirmation of it. I will ſelect a few 


nſtances. . We are expreſsly told that the Fews all their 
« life Tine were through fear of Death ſubje# to Bondage, 
* which certainly can imply no leſs, than That they had nd 
« future State to ſecure them from this Fear.” p. 162. 

In this State, ſays the ſame Apoſtle, they were ſout up unto 
« the Faith, which ſhould afterwards be revealed. Till that 
<< time therefore, it a s that the Body of the Jeu had no 
« Knowledge of this Faith z one of the eſſential Articles of 
«« which is /ife Everlaſting. This we muſt needs have con- 
* cluded, even though he had not ſaid that till ht Time they 
« dere in Bondage under the Elements of the World. A pro 
Character truly of a People acquainted with the — 
« Doctrine of Life and Immortality. p. 160. 5 

Is this the Language of a Man eager to diſcharge this 
Principle from his Service, and no longer willing to aſſert 
that the Jeaus had no Knowledge of a future State? Has he not 
here offer'd two additional and freſb Arguments to ſupport 
it? | | 
We are told that our Saviour brought Life and Immortality to 
Light by the Goſpel. The true meaning of theſe Words, ac- 
cording to Mr. V. is, that this was the firſt Time of a 
future State's being revealed by God, either to the Jewiſh 
„People as a Nation, or to Mankind in general. The 
« ſacred * g did not deign to call that, bringing to 
« light, which was hatched in the Boſom of Superſtition, and 
« ſoon became polluted, with a thouſand Fables in paſſing 
* thro' the impure hands of Syſtem-making Fewvs and Gentiles. 


« From whence I reaſonably coricluded ſays he, that it was wad 
raught 
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and conſequently Revelation, which is all Mr. V. 
wants to bring thoſe to, who doubt of its Truth. 
Let us now take a Review of this part of the 
Controverſy, as it ftands between the Author 
of the D. L. and the Doctor. The Points affirmed. 
by Mr. V. are, 1. That there was a great and con- 
fiderable Difference between Moſes and the other 
Founders of States and Religions in the antient 


taught by God to the Fewwihh People throughout the period 
*in Gueſtion, What was taught by Man is another Thing, 
« andentirely out of the Queſtion.” p. 134. Now what was 
the Deſign of this Paſſage, but to ſhew that the more early Jeaus 
had not the revealed Doctrine of a future State? And this by 
vindicating the ſacred Authority, which he had before pro- 
duced for this purpoſe. 0 

P. 158. Mr. V. obſerves, that certain Texts in the Old Teſta» 
ment convey the Doctrine of a future State only in the 
ſecondary or ſpiritual Senſe; and he obſerves withal, that 
this ſecondary or ſpiritual Senſe was not known to the then 
People.— This Argument had been before alledged in the D. L. 
to prove that the Jews had not the Doctrine of a future State. 
It was proper to repeat it, ſince the Dr. had not endeavour'd 
to confute, or even ventured to mention it. He may not per- 
haps be yet conſcious, that he himſelf has laid down ſuch Prin- 
ciples as directly tend to eſtabliſh and confirm it in all its Parts. 

But all I have to do with him at preſent is to aſk, why he did 
not, in his State of the Argument, take the leaſt Notice of the Paſ-* 
ſages juſt produced ? It did not ſurely become an ingenuous 
Diſputant, to paſs over in /ilence ſo many Arguments which 
relate to the main point in Debate : Eſpecially, as r 
one, if allowed its full Force, (and the Dr. by his Silence ad- 
mits every one of them in its full Force) will ſerve to eita- 
bliſh the main Point in Diſpute, or prove that the Jews had 
not the knowledge of a future State. 

But here I muſt do the Dr. the Juſtice to obſerve, that 
he has not been fingular in this Caſe, or more diſingenu- 
ous than the reſt of his Fellow-Labourers. All of them (for 
Reaſons too obvious to need explaining) have omitted to take 
the leaft notice of the ſeveral Arguments contained in the 
Paſſages juſt quoted. | 

The Dr. indeed has gone beyond the reſt in this, that he 
alone has had the Courage to affirm, that Mr. V. diſclaimed 
and diſcarded the Doctrine ire delivered, which, in other Words, 
is, Mr, V. did never write the Paſſages cited above. 
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World, as he only ventur'd to eſtabliſn a public 
and national Religion, which was not ſupported 
on the Doctrine of a future State. 2. That this 
Difference is of itſelf a proper and ſufficient Proof 
of the Divine Legation of Moſes. 

Here we muſt do the Dr. the Juſtice to confeſs 
that he knew, what he often miſtakes, the true 
Way of confuting this Reaſoning ; which is to prove, 
that there was no real Difference between Moſes and 


the other Founders of States and Religions in the 


ancient World; and, without doubt, he would 
have done what he ſaw was no neceſſary to do, had 
he been able, and would have confronted his Ad- 
verſary with ſome Inſtances of public and national 
Religions in the Pagan World, which were Nor 
eſtabliſhed on the Sanction of a future State. How- 
ever, he hath done his beſt, and what was more in 
Character ; he hath kept on changing and ſhifting 
his Queſtion ; and, indeed, made an Effort to ſhew 
that this Doctrine is not contained in the political 
and civil Inſtitutes of other Countries. 

The Weakneſs and Impertinence of this Evaſion, 
which turns on a Quibble on the Word Law, hath 
been ſufficiently expoſed. 

However, conſcious, as it were, that all this 
was nothing to the Purpoſe, he now proceeds to 
invert his Method of Attack. And as he could not 
prove that the other Lawgivers had made the fame 
Omiſſion with Moſes, he now addreſſes himſelf to 
ſhew, that Moſes made as proper and effectual a Pro- 
viſion for the Doctrine of a future State as they have 
done. And here he tells us, that the great End 
and Defign of the Jewiſb Diſpenſation, was to pre- 
ſerve the Memory of the Revelation made to Abra- 
ham, which Revelation contained the Promiſe of 
the Redemption of Mankind by the Son of God. 


His 


Fog 
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His Premiſſes failed him in the former Argument, 
and here, his Cancliſion gives him the Slip. He for- 
gets, that the Deiſts believe nothing of this Pro- 
miſe to Abraham, they ſuppoſe the Jets to have had 
no Syſtem of Religion beſides that of Moſes. And. 
they, I can aſſure him, are not ſo apt to forget 
their own Principles, as the Doctor is to miſtake 
his: Or, if they were, we muſt make them ſtick 
to them till they be forced from them; and then 
let the Doctor help them again as ſoon as he thinks 
convenient. | 5 

The firſt Point aſſerted by Mr. V. was, that 
there was a great and conſiderable Difference be- 
tween Maſes and all the other Founders of States 
and Religions in the antient World, as he only 
eſtabliſhed a public and national Religion w:thout 
the Doctrine of a future State. Now this Differ- 
ence ſeems to remain as great at preſent, ſince the 
writing the Doctor's 2 Pamphlets, as it did 
before. | | 

The ſecond Point was, that this Difference could 
not be accounted for, without ſuppoſing the divine 
Miſſion of Mo/ezs. The Doctor will account for it 
without ; and well and ably has he performed his 
Taſk. He ew (or rather ob/erves what fome- 
body elſe was ſo good to he, him) that Mosks was 
APPOINTED MINISTER OF THE TEMPORAL Co- 
VENANT ONLY. Here he is properly triumphant. 
Let the Schools re-eccho his Victory. 

But various are the Ways which Chriſtian Writers 
have projected to draw the Deiſts out of thoſe Dif- 
ficulties into which this Argument of the Divine Le- 
zation has thrown them. | 

A late writer has undertaken to account for the 
Abſence and Omiſſion of a future State in the Mo- 
ſaic Inſtitutes in the following manner. It may 
be proper to mention the Reaſon, why the Im- 

E 4 mortality 
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« mortality of the Soul, and the Rewards and Pu- 
«© niſhments of a future State, are rather ſuppoſed 
« and implied in the Law of Moſes, than directly 
te aſſerted and revealed. And one Reaſon of this 
% might be, that theſe Things were not controvert- 
ce ed and denied in thoſe early Ages. = 
&« But, befides this, it is to be obſerved, that 
ce as the Law of Moſes was immediately directed 
© to the whole People of I/rael, conſider'd as a 
0 Nation or Community; ſo the Sanctions of that 
„ Law, or the promiſes and threatnings whereby 
& Obedience to it were inforced, were ſuited to 
&« the nature and circumſtances of a Community, 


« and therefore could only be of a temporal Na- 


te ture; for indeed Communities ſubſiſt only in 
<« this Life, and conſequently are capable only of 
* temporal Rewards and Puniſhments.” A Cri- 
tical and practical Expoſition of the Pentateuch, 
Frinted in 1748. p. 450.* 

One Reaſon of this might be, that theſe Thang 
<6 __ not controverted and denied in thoſe early 
66: Res.” 

This ingenious Author here goes upon the Sup- 
poſition, that Moſes might ſafely leave this Doctrine 
to ſhift for itſelf, or need make no particular Pro- 
viſion for it, fince it was a general and received No- 
tion among the {/7aelites at that Time. Now as the 
Weight and Force of this Obſervation have been 
fully confidered in the Anſwer to one of the forego- 
ng ObjeRtions, I ſhall ſay nothing more to it in this 

ace. | 

His ſecond Solution is, “that the Law of Moſes 
« was directed to the whole People; ſo the Sandti- 


In order to ſtrengthen and confirm this Reaſoning, he re- 
fers us to Mr. Leland. p. 52. V. I. | | 


See too Biſhop Burnet. Article 7. p. 97. 
40 ons 
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« ons were ſuited to a Community which ſubſiſts 
<« only in this Life.“ 

I defire to know what national Law was not di- 
rected to a whole People? As to Sanctions being ſuit- 
ed to a Community, this is nothing to the Purpoſe. It 
is readily allowed that f emporal Sanctions are ſo. The 
Queſtion here is, whether the Sanctions of the 
Jewiſb Law are not as well, and as frequently ad- 
dreſſed to Particulars as to the Nation in general ? 
If they be, this Solution has nothing in it. And to 
deny they are, is contradicting our Senſes. I am 
aſhamed to be particular in ſo plain a Caſe ; but 
when ſuch Reaſoning is obtruded on the Public, 
there is no Remedy. f 

4 Curſed is every one that continueth not in all 
« Things which are written in the Book of the 
„Law to do them.” Galat. iii. 10. Deut. 
26.9 


* It ſeems to be the Opinion of ſome very judicious and 


learned Writers, that God himſelf interpoſed to puniſh ſuch 
Tranſgreſſions, as eſcaped the Notice of the Judges, or were 
connived at by them. 

Lex de ſingulis dicit morte moriatur, nempe deo ipſo mortem 
inflicturo. Si ceſſarent aut rem ignorarent judices, Grotius. 
Romans v. 13. 

Deus, fi judices peccata non punirent, ſe vindicem erat profeſſus, 
Levit. xx. 8 5 Vindicta autem erat mors ipſius qui delzquiſſet 
immatura & fine prole. Grotius on Iſaiab xlv. 20. © 

The learned Limborch, ſpeaking of the Sanctions of the Law, 
ſays, ——Fuit mors, eaque vel violenta a Magiſtratu, vel mi- 
ſera ac immatura a deo ipſo infligenda. Theologia Chriſtiana, 
I, 308. Sect. 30. Ed. 2. 

The excellent Biſhop Patrick, in his Comment on the Pen- 
tateuch, often affirms, that ſuch Sinners as eſcaped unpuniſhed 
by the Judges, were to ſuffer by the immediate Hand and 
Stroke of Providence. Deut. xxvii. 15. Speaking of the Perſon 
here curſed, he ſays, Though he was not a public declared 
* Worſhipper of Images; yet, if he did it privately in ſome 
** Cloſet of his Houſe, or in any other ſecret Place to conceal 
his Wickedneſs ; though he eſcaped the Puniſhment of the Law, 
** which ſentenced open Idolaters to death, yet he would not 
< eſcape the Vengeance of God.” 

« Leviticus 
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If the Cunsxs of the Law relate to every one, 
and not to the Community, they muſt relate to 
Particulars and Individuals : Why therefore might 
not/theſe Curſes extend to the next Life? 
Ye, ſhall keep my Statutes and my Judg- 

« ments; which if a Man do, be. ſhall live in 
« them.” Levis. xvii. 5. pe, | 

* If tbe Man who kept theſe Statutes and Judg- 
ments was to live in them, the BLess1ncs promiſed 
by the Law muſt relate to Particulars and Indivi- 
duals; Why therefore might they not extend to 
another Life? | | 
The Expoſitor himſelf, in the Beginning of his 
Note on this Verſe, has the following Words: 
* bich if a Man do, be ſhall live by them; inſtead 
“of being cut off by an untimely Death, either by 
the Magiſtrate, or by God himſelf, as is threat- 
« ened to the Tranſgreſſors of theſe Laws, Ver. 29. 
* He ſhall 2 in the Enjoyment of all the 
e temporal Bleſſings, which God promiſed in his 
“ Covenant with the Jews.” This is his Expoſition 
of the Text; and yet it is in his Note upon it, that 


Leviticus xix. 8. That Soul h be cut off from the Peapli 
« By the Judges, if the Thing was known ; otherwiſe by the 
« Hand of Gd, 

xvii. 4. That Man ſhall be cut off from among his People) 
* The Meaning either is, that the Magiſtrate ſhould paſs the 
* Sentence of Death upon him, or God would deſtroy him Him- 
« /elf. The latter Senſe is moſt probable, becauſe he threatens 
« (v. 10.) to execute Vengeance with his own Hand upon him 
<« that was guilty of eating Blood.” 


* Foc autem vult deus, immatura morte aut a Magiſtratibus, 
aut ab ipſo deo eum ſublatum non iri, qui legum obſervans futurut 
eſſet. Le Clerc. | 

Sed qui fecerit ea homo vivet in illis) i ef, vitam hic habe- 
bit felicem. Levit. xviii. 5. Nam vivere Hebræis ſæpe eſt, feli- 
citer vivere, mors miſere. Grotius—Galat. iii. 12. 

He is thy Life, and the Length of thy Days. Deut. xxx. 20.) 
« The Author and Giver of Life, which he preſerves and prolongs 
* unto thoſe who are obedient.” Patrick. * 


59 1 
he affirms, the Sanktious of the Law did not extend to 
Individual. | 
« But with him that ſtandeth here with us this 
e Day before the Lord our God, and alſo with him 
6 that is not here with us this Day: 


„ Left there ſhould be amongſt you Man, or 
« Woman, or Family, or Tribe, whoſe Heart 
« turneth away this Day from the Lord our God, 
e to go and ſerve the Gods of theſe Nations; left 


« there ſhould be among you a Root that beareth 


Gall and Wormwood ; | 

« And it come to paſs, when he heareth the 
« Words of this Curſe, that he blefs himſelf in his 
« Heart, ſaying, I ſhall have Peace, though I walk 


jn the Imagination of my Heart, to add Drun- 


“ kennels to Thirſt. 

“ The Lord will not ſpare him, but the Anger of 
« the Lord, and his Jealouſy, ſhall ſmoak againſt 
« that Man, and all the Curſes that are written in 
« this Book ſhall lie pon him, and the Lord ſhall 
e blot out his Nt Re under Heaven. 

% And the Lord ſhall /eparate him unto Evil, out 
ce of all the Tribes of IJrael, according to all the 
“ Curſes of the Covenant, that are written in this 
«© Book of the Law.” Deut. xxix. 18, Se. 

* Here, it is plainly declared, that Tranſgreſſors 
ſhould be ſeparated and ſingled out from the reſt, and 
ſigned to the ſeveral Puniſhments denounced and 
threatened by the Law. 

% W/hboſoever he be, of the Children of 7/7ael, that 
„ giveth any of his Seed unto Molech, he ſhall 
<* ſurely be put to death; the People of the 

Land ſhall ſtone him with Stones. 

Ver. 21. © Though he offended never ſo ſecretly, God 


*© threatens to make him a public and notorious Example of 
„his Vengeance to all the People of Hrael.“ Patrick. 


. « And 
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% And I will ſet my Face againſt that Man, and 
„ will cut him off from among his People. | 
' « And if the People of the Land do any Ways I 
ic hide their Eyes from the Man, when he giv- 29 
4c eth of his Seed unto Molech, and kill hi 
« not; | tel 
Then I will ſet my Face againſt that Man, 
% and againſt his Family, and will cut him off, 
« and all that go a whoring after him, to commit ho 
« Whoredom with Molech, from among their Peo- 
* 


52 . | 6c 
« ps.” TIO 2x. 2, 2, 4, -£. 
P A 3 7 cc 
According to ſome able Commentators, God was 5 
likewiſe to interpoſe, in the ſame Circumſtances, 2 
in order to puniſh and chaſtiſe ſuch Particulars and * 
Individuals as were guilty of the Crimes mentioned 
in the next Verſe. And the Soul that turneth fol 
< after ſuch as have familiar Spirits, and after ” 
« Wizards, to go a whoring after them, I will = 
<« even ſet my Face againſt bat Soul, and will cut 1 
« gHim off from among his People.“ v. 6. F 
| &« Whoſoever 2 
* Grotius upon v. 30, ſays, Id et fi res ad judices non deve- 1 
nerit, aut judices neglexerint, ego puniam per mortem imma- c 
turam. 
And he ſuppoſed that Tranſgreſſors were to be puniſhed by 2 
a ſpecial Providence in other Caſes as well as that here ſpeci- oy 
fied. This appears from the two Paſſages above cited. | 
Le Clerc upon the Place ſays, hc videntur intelligenda de | 
peceato ignoto, aut cujus ille convinci nequeat. = 
bi Si hoc ejus facinus popularibus ejus ignotum fit, ne tamen prop- * | 
Y terea impune ſe abiturum eſſe ſperato; ego enim eum e medio 
. 1 tollam. Pa, 
1 I like Manner all Kinds of Sorcery, Witchcraft, and ; 
= « diabolical Conjurations, are made Crimes of the ſame capi- « , 
5 | 1 44 tal Nature, and obnoxious to the ſame Puniſhment.” Pyle. « 6 
3K Quicungue ſagas aut hariolos—Conſuluerit, & eorum idololatria Pa 
WW fe inguinarit; cum ſimiles mihi pœnas, guamvis vindictam ho- ( 
5 | 5 minum effugerit, daturum eſſe ſcito. Le Clerc. tus 


Grotius referring to this Chapter, ſays, eodem in capite quæ- 
dam, per ſucciſronem, id eft, incendio puniuntur, quædam pet 
| | pœnam 
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« Mpoſoever ſhall commit any of theſe Abomi- 
« nations, even the Souls that commit them ſhall be 
© cut off from among their People.” Levit. xvyiii. 
2898 

- The Author of the Expoſition above-mentioned 
tells us, That theſe Tranſgreſſors are here threat- 


de ened with being cut off by an untimely Death, 


« either by the Magiſtrates, or by God bimſelf.”* 


v. 5. | 3 
Hal ſoever Man there be of the Houſe of 


« Jſrael, or of the Strangers that ſojourn among 


« you, that eateth any Manner of Blood; I will 
« even ſet my Face againſt bat Soul that eateth 
« Blood, and will cut bim off from among his 
« People.” Levit. xvii. 10. T | | 

The Author of the Expofition here makes the 


following Obſervation. ** When this was done 


« publickly, the Perſon was to be puniſhed by the 
civil Magiftrate ; if done ſecretly, he is threat- 
« ened to be puniſhed by God bimſelf.“ | 
Moſes ſaid to God, Yet now, if thou wilt 
« forgive their Sin; and if not, blot me, I pray 
« thee, out of thy Book, which thou haſt writ- 
1 | | 
2 divinitus infligendam, fi res lateat; {in manifeſta ſit res, 
monitio præceſſerit, per verbera, John viii. 5. ä 


* « The Multitude of the Offenders ſhall not keep off 
the Puniſhment, but they ſhall ſuffer by the Hand of the 
t Judges, or by the Hand of God, if they neglect their Duty.“ 

atrick, 


TI will ſet my Face againſt that Soul;) ” i. e. be extremely 
angry with him, and ſeverely puniſh him, by cutting him 
Doff (as it here follows) from the Body of the Nation.“ 
Patrick. | 

Capite pœnas luito, fi hoc reſciſcatur ; fin vero, panam divini- 
tus immittendam expectato. Le Clerc. 


VI 
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[ 62 ] 
« And the Lord ſaid unto Moſes, whoſoever hath 
« ſinned againſt me, bim will 1 blot out of my 
„ Book.” Exod. xxxii. 32, 33.“ Here again is a clear 
and undeniable Proof, that the Sanctions of the Law 


extend to Particulars and Individuals: For it is de- 


clared, that every one, who ſinned againſt God, 
ſhould be blotted out of the Book of Life. | 
« Thou ſhalt not take the Name of the Lord 


e thy God in vain; for the Lord will not hold 


% him guiltleſs that taketh his Name in vain, 
%% HExad. xx. 7.” : 

« Will not hold him guilileſß; that is, will cer- 
« tainly and ſeverely puniſh him.“ Clarke's Setm. 
v. 8. p. 86. | ; 67 

If Men (fays Biſhop Patrick) did not puniſh 
6 _ falſe Swearer, the Lord threatens that nz 
CC WI 1 

« Ye ſhall keep the Sabbath, for it is holy unto 
« you, Every one that defileth it ſhall * be 
<« put to death; for whoſoever doth any Work 
<« therein, hat Soul ſhall be cut off from amongſt 
« his People.” Exod. xxxi. 14.t 

No Comment will be neceflary to ſhew, that a 
Puniſhment is here denounccd againſt Particulars 
and Individuals. | | 


* « Fe that fins ſhall die.” Kidder in Loc. n 


+ * God ſeems to threaten that he himſelf would Sorten his 
« Days, if the Judges, for Want of Witneſſes, could not puniſh 
= es 

Him that ſecretly broke the Sabbath, the Scripture threatens 

« with cutting off, viz. 8 the Hand of God, according to what 
« js written here in this Place.” Patrick. 2 

«« He that proudly and wittingly did work on the Sabbath 
I” liable to be cut off; i. e. to periſb by the Hand of God,” 

adder. | 


« WVhat- 
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r « J/hatſoever Soul it be that ſhall not be afflicted 
« in that ſame Day, he ſhall be cut off from a- 
« mong his People. And whatſoever Soul it be 
« that doth any Work that ſame Day, the ſame 
« Soul! will I deſtroy from among his People.” 
Levit. xxiii. 29, 30. * 
Theſe Words ſo plainly relate to Particulars 
and Individuals, that I will not hazard the ob- 


ſcuring of them by any farther Obſervation of 
my own.T 


«© Honour 


* They who tranſgreſſed either of theſe Commands 
« are threatened to be cut off, and that by God himſelf, 
« as this Verſe teaches us to expound the foregoing.” Pa- 
trick. | 


+ Some late Writers have endeavoured to perſuade us, that 
extraordinary Interpoſitions were not more uſual and frequent 
under the Law formerly, than they are now under the Goſpel ; 
for that God left the Sanctions of the Law to be adminiſtered 
and diſpenſed by the Judges, without interfering himſelf to 
72 thoſe that obſerved, or to puniſh thoſe who neglect- 
ed it. 

This ſeems to be a very partial and unfair Repreſentation of 
the Scripture Doctrine on this Subject. 


Deut. xxix. God aſſures us, that he him/e/F would ſeparate 
and /ingle out the Infringers of the Law, and with his own 


Hand would inflict upon them the /evera/ Curſes mentioned in 
the Covenant. 2. 


Levit. xx. We are aſſured here, that thoſe who gave their 
Seed unto Molech, or conſulted Wizards and familiar Spirits, 
ſhould be taken off by a ſpecial Stroke of Providence, if the Judges 
were either not able, or not inclined to puniſh them. 

Now is it reaſonable, or even decent to imagine, that God 
failed to e in the particular Cauſes here ſpecified, after 
ſuch plain and poſitive Declarations from 4im/e/f that he actually 
would do ſo ? 

In ſeveral of the Texts above quoted we are told, that God 
himſelf would deftroy and cut of the particular Perſons who 
tranſgreſſed the Laws there inforced. But what 8 

, e 


641 

'« Honour thy Father and thy Mother, as the 
Lord thy God hath commanded thee, tha! thy 
| c Days 


. 0 
Senſe could there be in ſuch Declarations, unleſs you ſuppoſe | 
that God himſelf intervened to inflit the Puniſhment here a 
threatened, when the Judges either did not or could not y 
do it ? „ 

Cut off : This cutting off ſeems to imply, at leaſt, an un- 6 
« timely Death, (Exod. xxxi. 14.) and a Puniſhment generally x 
4 jnflicted by God's Hand, rather than that of the Magiſtrate.” | 
Lewvit. xvii. 10 and xx. 5. Adder on Genefis . xvii. + | 

I would here defire the Reader to recollect, that ſuch Decla- be 
rations, or the Penalty of being cut off, are annexed to many aſc 
Precepts ; the Conſequence of which is, that divine Interpo- | 
fitions were ten threatened. | pol 

- It has been obſerved, that ſome of our moſt eminent and xxi 
able Writers, in their Interpretations of the particular Texts EY 
above-mention'd, have affirmed, that God had engaged and 35, 
threatened to interpoſe and execute the Penalty of the Law on 18, 
Tranſgreſſors, when either the Ignorance or Partiality of the othe 
Judges would have ſuffered them to eſcape with Impu- Chil 
nity. | H 

that 

Numb. xix. 20. But the Man that ſhall be unclean, and Han, 

« ſhall not purify himſelf, that Soul ſhall be cut off from among the I 
e the Congregation.” Exſcindetur) / hoc, nimirum, Magiſtra- Tl 
tibus innoteſcat, ſi tamen non innotuit hominibus, deum legum « pf, 
ſuarum vindicem ti mere hunc 1 Le Clerc. Leit. viii. 4 bef 

35. Therefore ſhall ye abide at the Door of the Tabernacle after i 
« of the Congregation, that ye die not.” Subita enim morte Time, 

- deus ultus effet ſui contemtum; cujus rei exemplum babemus. C. 10, and ſ 
| Gro 


Deut. xxvii. 15, &c. Certain Curſes are pronounced upon Wl immat 
ſeveral Sorts of Sinners: And here our Author tells us, that threate 
theſe Curſes are aimed and directed only againſt private and and dif 
„ hidden Crimes,, or ſuch as eſcaped the Notice of the Judges.“ He! 
WE And what but a divine Interpoſition could be ſufficient to exe: WW denoun 
_ cute theſe Curſes in the Circumſtances here ſuppoſed ? | could n 
i The laſt Curſe is denounced againſt © every one who con- ¶ did not 
8 « tinued not in a// Things that are written in the Law.” Now Wand Ay 


| 5 | if a Curſe was to be inflicted on the private Tranſgreſſors of The 
| 108 the /everal Precepts of the Law, muſt not a divine Interpoſition N, Le ( 
1 have been often made? te himſe 
Ko * See Clerc in Loc. greſſors 


Biſhop 


[65] 
« Days may be prolonget, and that it may go well 
cc = thee, in the Land which the Lord thy God 
cc giveth thee.” Deut. v. 16. 


« formance of this Duty with many Inſtances of tem- 
« poral Bleſſings, and to anſwer the pious Prayers 
« and Bleſſings of ſuch Parents upon fuch dutiful 
Children, in prolonging their Lives and OMe 
« their Proſperity, even in this World.” Pyle. Exod. 
XX. 12. "4 | The 


I here quote Le Clerc, becauſe he is a Writer who cannot 
be charged with Credulity or Superſtition, or a Fondneſs for 
aſcribing more to the Scripture, than is really found in it. 

Mr. Pyle tells us, that God himmel, had threatened to inter- 
poſe, if certain Offenders eſcaped all human Puniſhment. Exod. 
xxiii. 7, that others might expect “the ſevereſt Puniſhment 
« from the immediate Hand and Stroke of Providence.” xxviii. 34, 
35, 43- XXX. 21. xxxii. 3. Levit. xx. 3, 4, 5, 6. Deuter, xxix, 


others, by either making them barren, or depriving them of theif 
Children. XX. 19, 20. | 

He affirms too, with 3 Grotius, Patrick, Kidder, &c. 
that the Leproſy among the Jews was a ſpecial Stroke of the 
Hand of God, -ſapervaturally inflicted upon the Tranſgreſſors of 
the Law. Levit. xiv. 34. 


« before their Time.” Serm. v. 2. p. 158, Now if he ſuppoſed 
after this, that the Wicked were not generally cut off before their 
Time, would he not have furniſhed the Deiſts with very ſtrong 
and ſubſtantial Objections to the Authority of theſe Pſalms ? 
Grotius affirms, that grievous and violent Diſeaſes, early and 
upon Wl immature Deaths, Want or Loſs of Children, were Puniſhments 
that threatened to thoſe Particulars and Individuals that tranſgreſſed 
„ and and diſobeyed the 3 Nores an the Old and New Teft. paſſim.) 
iges.“ He ſays too, that God himſelf engaged to exact the Penalties 
) exe: denounced by the Law, when the Judges either did not or 
| could not do it. And could he afterwards ſuppoſe, that God 
con- did not interfere for this Purpoſe, without giving up the Truth 
Now Wand Authority of the Law? | 
lors of Bl The ſame Kind of Reaſoning may be applied to Patrick, Ba. 
fition Nr, Le Clere, and Pyle, who all aſſert, that God had declared 
be himſelf would infli the Penalties of the Law, when Tranſ- 
greſſors eſcaped the Animadverſion of the Judges. Bu 


10. 


Zichop 


& God was pleaſed to promiſe to reward the Per- 


18, 19, 20.——He declares, that God would fix a Curſe upon 


The late Dr. Clarke tells us, that, * In the whole Book of 
« Pſalms, the Wicked are perpetually threatened with being cut off 


* or ſhould dra on a wretched Life in Baniſument 


66] | 
Barrow, in his Expoſition ' of this Command- 
ment, ſays, ©* So 
« bleſs dutiful Children with a /ong Life in the 
« comfortable Poſſeſſion of thoſe good Things 
« which he ſhould beſtow. upon them: This was 
tc the moſt of Reward, explicitly covenanted to the 
« Jews, in regard to their Obedience. There is 
<« alſo implied a Commination of a contrary Curſe 
&« from God upon the Infringers of this Law, that 
ce they ſhould either be immaturely cut off from Life, 
& (as Abimelech and Abſalom were upon this Score) 


« from the Contents thereof. | 
« I find the fame Reward aſſigned to the dili- 

“ gent Obſervers of other Duties, particularly to 
« them who are juſt in their Dealings; to them 
« who are charitable to the Poor; to them who 
e are meek and patient; to them who confide in 
«© God; and to all good Men who obey God's 
«© Commandments.” Deut. xvi. 20. P/alm xxxvii. 
„ II, 29. xxxiv. 12, 13, 16. Proverbs viii. 16, 


Deut. xxvi. 15. V. 1. p. 532. Ed. 1683. X 
The Promiſe of a long Life was plainly and ex- 
preſsly made to Solomon, upon Condition that he 
would obſerve and obey the Law. If thou wilt 
« walk in my Ways, to keep my Statutes and 


But here I would not ſay, (nor do l know any body that does) 
that the Infringers of the Law were puniſhed in every Inſtance, 
without Exception, or that no one Individual eſcaped either the 
Animadverſion of the Judges or the Hand of Providence. All I 
would affirm, is, that God did not leave the Execution of his 
Laws ſolely to the Management of Men, but did himſelf in- 
terfere ſo often and ſo eminently as to convince the Jeaus, that 
their Aﬀairs were indeed adminiſtered by that extraordinary Pro- 
vidence which Maſes deſcribed and held out to them. 

Had not this been the Caſe, the Author of the Epiſtle to the 
Hebrews could not truly have ſaid, that in the Time of the Ju- 
½ Diſpenſation, © Every Tranſgreſſion and Diſobedience re- 
«*« ceived a juſt Recompence of Reward.” ii. 2. 

« jmy 


expreſsly promiſeth to 


Pr, 5 


[6x] 
© my Commandments, as thy Father David did 
« walk, then I will lengthen thy Days.” 1 Kings 
i. 14.5 | > ; wi 
| And if we may. believe Solomon himſelf, the 
ſame Promiſe was made to the other [/raelizes upon 
the ſame Terms. The Fear of the Lord pro- 
« longeth Days, but the Years of the Wicked ſhall 
0 nr. 

% By me thy Days ſhall be multi plied, and the 
& Nears of thy Life fhall be increaſed.” ix. 11. 

„My Son, forget not my Law; but let thine 
&{ Heart keep my Commandments, 

For Length of Days, and long Life, and Peace 
& ſhall they add to thee. - Ins * 

46 Lengtb of Days is in her right Hand, and 
&« in her left Hand Riches and Honour.” iii. 1, 
2, 16. 

It ſeems clear and evident that David, as well as 
Solomon, underſtood the Sanctions of the Law in 
the Senſe here aſſerted ; or ſuppoſed them to extend 
to Particulars and Individuals. 

« But thou, O God, ſhalt bring them down into 
« the Pit of Deftruction 3 bloady and deceitful Men 
* ſhall not live out half their Days. Pf. lv. 23. 
« The Face of the Lord is againſt them that do 
„Evil, 7 cut off the Remembrance of them from the 
« Earth.” xxxiy. 16. 5 

% Fret not thyſelf becauſe of evil Doers for 
ce they ſhall ſoon be cut down lite the Graſs, and 
<« wither as the green Herb.” xxxvii. 12. £ 


Deut. xvii. 10. The Promiſe of a long Life and proſpe- 
rous Reign is made to pious and obedient A:ngs. © That his 
Heart be not lifted up above his Brethren, and that he turn 
not aſide from the Commandment, to the right Hand, or ro 
the Left, to the End that he may Ke his Days in his King- 
© dom; he, and his Children, in the Midſt of J7-acl.” 


F 2 % Evil 


3 


[68] 
Evil Doers ſhall be cut off; but thoſe that wait 
* upon the Lord ſhall inherit the Land. For yet 
& a little while, and the Wicked ſhall not be; yea, 
« thou ſhalt diligently conſider his Place, and it 
« ſhall not be.” ix. 10. "oF 
The Wicked ſhall periſh, and the Enemies 
« of the Lord ſhall be as the Fat of Lambs, they 
68 ſhall conſume : into Smoak ſhall they conſume away.®? 
20. 


The late Dr. Clarke tells us, * That the Pſalmiſt, 
as being ſenſible what the uſual Effect of Wick- 
« edneſs was, prays thus, (E/. cii. 24.) O my 
God, take me not away in the Midſt of my L 
c Indeed, in the whole Book of Pſalms, the 


* In theſe Paſſages certain Calamities and Troubles are 
threatened to the Wicked, and theſe ſuch as were not to ariſe 
from the natural Order and Conſtitution of Things, or the 
common and ordinary Execution of the Laws, but were to be 
inflited by the immediate Hand of Providence ; and ſuch is the 
general Language of the Book of Pſalms. * The Lord trieth 
« the Righteous, but the Wicked, and him that loveth Vio- 
« lence, his Soul hateth. | 

« Upon the Wicked he ſhall rain Snares, Fire and Drin 
«« ſtone, and an borrible Tempeſl : This fall be the Portion of 
« their Cup.” xi, 5, 6. | _ 

Again, © Before your Pots can feel the Thorns, he ſhall 
<« take them away as with a Whirlwind, both living and in 
« his Wrath. 

The Righteous ſhall rejoice when he ſeeth the Ven- 
« geance; he ſhall waſh his Footſteps in the Blood of the 
« Wicked. 

« So that a Man ſhall ſay, Verily there is a Reward for the 
« Righteous; verily he is a God that judgeth the Earth.” 


1 10, 11. 
Laſtly, „They gather themſelves together againſt the Soul 
« of the Righteous, and condemn the innocent Blood. 

gut the Lord is my Defence, and my God is the Rock of 
« my Refuge. 

« And he ſhall bring upon them their own Iniquity, and ſhall 
& cut them off in their own Wickedneſs ; yea, the Lord our God 
& ſhall cut them off.” xciv. 21, 22, 23. 


&« Wicked 


Is 


. 


[6] EF, 
«© Wicked are perpetually threatened with being cut 
6 off 2 andy their Time.” Sermons v. 2. p. 158. 
In 
Law were made to Particulars and Individuals. 


A 


« walketh in his Ways. 
« For thou ſhalt eat the Labour of thine Hands; 
« happy ſhalt thou be, and it ſhall beſwell withthee. 
cc Thy Wife ſhall be as a fruitful Vine by the 
« Sides of thine Houſe; thy Children like Olive 
« Plants round about thy Table.“ 


I @ 


« feareth the Lord.“ cxxviii. 1, 2, 3, 4. 
Again, Blefſed is be Man that feareth the 


<« the Generation of the Upright ſhall be bleſſed. 
« Riches and Plenteouſneſs ſhall be in his Houſe, 
« and his Righteouſneſs endureth for ever.” cxii. 
1, 2, 3. 

Laſtly, Lord, who ſhall abide in thy Ta- 
<« bernacle? Ce. | 9 5 

« He that walketh uprightly, Sc. 

« He that putteth not out his Money to Uſury, 
« nor taketh Reward againſt the Innocent. He 
« that doth theſe Things ſhall never be moved.“ 


XV, I, 2,—-5.T v 
— 


Inter ta que in bac vita expeti ſolent eſt etiam proles.—— 
Dare lex divina per Moſem promulgata ficut aliarum rerum fe- 
licitatem ita progeniem quoque cultoribus ſuis pollicetur, Exod. xxui. 
26. Levit. xxvi. 9. Deut. vii. 14. xxvili. 11. Grotius 


> \ 7 a a „„ ONT, Tots” 


* 


on Luke i. 7.— This excellent Writer plainly refers this Pro- 

f miſe to Particulars and Individuals; and the Words of the 
Plalmiſt, juſt quoted, clearly and undeniably ſhew that he did 

, not extend it too far. 

+ As to the Penalties annexed to Diſobedience, I have en- 
deavoured in a foregoing Note to ſhew, that God did not 


leaye them ſolely and entirely to the Execution of the Judges, 


but ſometimes interpoſed himſelfto infli& them. 
F 3 | I muſt 


the following Paſſages the Promiſes of tho 
e Bleſſed is every one that feareth the Lord, that 


c Behold, thus ſhall ihe Man be bleſſed that 


« Lord, ——b:s Seed ſhall be mighty upon Earth; 
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[70] 

We find too the later Prophets conſideting 
theſe Sanctions in the fame View, declaring that 
the 


J muſt here add, that the Jexvi/e Law (different in this from 
all others *) had the Sanctions of Rewards as well as Puniſh- 
ments. It has been ſhewn too, that theſe Rewards were attu- 
ally promiſed to Particulars and Individuals. Here then, I ap- 
prehend, an extraordinary Interpoſition was neceſſary, that 
God might accompliſh his Promiſes and fulfil his Engagements 
to the Obſervers of the Law : For it does not appear, from the 
Jewijh Hiſtory, that the Judges were appointed to diſpenſe Re- 
ewards as well as Punifhments. Nor could Society, as fuchy 


ſupply them. TOE: | 4 2 
The very Species of the Rewards promiſed was often of 


ſuch a Nature, as could be only conferred by God hitnfelf. It 


is often dedared in the Old Teſtament, that a ſpecial Providence 
ſhould watch over the Righteous, and crown their Undertale- 
ings with Proſperity and Succeſs. i 

4 Blefled is the Man that hath not walked in the Counſel of 
the Ungodly.————He ſhall be like a Tree planted by 
*« the Rivers of Waters that bringeth forth his Fruit in his Sea- 


« ſon: His Leaf alſo ſhall not wither, and whatſoever he 


<« doth ſhall profper” Hſalm i. 1, 3. 

« Thou ſhalt freely give him, and thy Heart ſhall not bg 
« grieved when thou giveſt unto him; — that for this 
Thing the Lord thy God ſhall 5% thee in ull thy Works, and 
« in all that thou piutteft thine Hand unto-. Deut. xv. 10. 

„It ſhall not ſeem hard unto thee when thou ſendeſt him 
« away free from thee; for he hath been worth a double hired 
« Servant to thee, in ſerving thee ſix Years ; and the Lord thy 
« God /ball bliſs thee in all that thou deft.” v. 18. | 

Idly therefore has it been aſſerted, that the Promiſe of 


temporal Happineſs and Proſperity was made to the Jews 


merely as a Nation, or conſidered only in a public and collec- 
tive Capacity: Since the Paſſages here quoted, as well as ma; 
others produced above, plainly and evidently refer it to Purti- 
culars and Individuals. 

A numerous and flouriſhing Offspring is one of the Ad- 
vantages promiſed to the Doers of the Law. Wife ſhall 
be as a fruitful Vine by the Sides of thine Houſe, thy Chil- 
* dren like Olive Plants round about thy Table.” 


® See the Alliance between Church and State. B. i. c. 3. 


+ A. ib. | 
y Here 


2. 3 g. 
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the Rewards and Puniſhments contained in the Law 


were promiſed and threatened to Particulars and In- 
dividuals. = 


Here is a Blefling that could proceed only from the Hand 


of God, or the ſpecial Favour of Providence. 


„ Behold the Eye of the Lord is upon them that fear him: 


© Upon them that hope in his Mercy.” 


To deliver their Soul from Death, and to keep them alive: 


« in Famine.” xxxiii. 18, 19. 82 

5 They 2 not be aſhamed in the evil Time, and in the 
« Days of Famine th Il be ſatisfied.” xxxvii. 19. 

« Whoſo — Comer 921 a mp of the Moſt High, ſhall 
« abide under the Shadow of the Almighty ; he ſhall deliver 
i thee from the Snare of the Hunter, and from the noiſom Peſli · 
« lence: Thou ſhalt not be afraid for any Terror by Night, nor 
« for the Arrow that flieth by Day; for the Peſtilence that walk- 


eth in Darkneſs, nor for the Sickneſs that deſtroyeth in the 


« Noon-day: A Thouſand ſhall fall beſide thee, and ten Thou- 
« ſand at thy right Hand, but it ſhall not come nigh thee : 
There ſhall no Evil happen unto thee, nor any Plague come 
« nigh thy Dwelling.” Phalm xci. wk yn BY 
What but a divine Interpoſition, or a ſpecial Providence, 
could be ſufficient to protect and preſerve the Righteous in the 
particular Circumſtances here ſuppoſed, or ſerve to avert the 
Evils and Calamities here ſpecified? | 
Dr. Barrowaſlures us, that a long Life was plainly and expreſsly 
promiſed to ſuch Particulars and Individuals as obſerved the Law. 
Grotius has often affirmed the ſame Thing, Numb. xxiii. 10. 
Id ef!, morte nec violenta, nec immatura, quod Iſraelitis promiſſum 
legem obſerwvantibus. p44 
Rom. x. 5. © The Man which doth theſe Things ſhall live 


'& by them.” I eff, * erit, ut interpretatur Chaldeus. 
e 


Juſtitia legis non eff talis obedientia que nulli contigit, ſed lex con- 
fideratur una cum ſuis expiationibus. Hoc modo ſecundum. legem 
fata ſua dirigentibus lex vitam promittit longam ac proſperam. 
Hæc eft factorum merces. Deut. xxxii. 47. 

It is plain then, the Promiſe of long Life was made to Parti- 
culars and Individuals under the Law. But how could this Pro- 
miſe be executed and fulfilled without a divine Interpoſition? 

Gad (ſays the Biſhop of Landen) having eſtabliſhed a Co- 
* venant with them (the Jews) upon temporal Promiſes and 
8 1 Curſes; the very Execution of the Covenant, on 
God's Part, required — to appear and openly adminiſter 

+ | 6c the 
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Vs that walketh righteouſly, and — 
5, uprightly ; be that deſpieth the Gain of ppreſs 


6 | 
4 the Penalties and Promiſes of this Law); to procure the Happi 
«© neſs of the People, when obedient, and to inflict the Puniſh 
% ment due to their Iniquities,” Fifth Dif. on Prophecy, | 

I have ſhewn, that the Penalties and Bleſſings of the Covenant 
did extend to Particulars and Individuals; as well as to the State 
in general; and this is no more than what is afſerted by his Lord» 
ſhip himſelf, p. 61. Here then I would aſk, how God,  confif+ 
ently with theſe Engagements, could fail to interpoſe, and diſpenſe 
theſe Bleſſings and Penalties to Particulars and Individuals ? 

It is uſual with Mr. Pyle in his Paraphre/e, to refer the Pro- 
miſes and Threatenings of the Law to Particulars and Individu- 
als; and todeclare, that God himſelf had engaged to reward the 
Jeaut that obeyed, and to puniſh thoſe that tranſgrefled the Law 
of Mofes.\ © | 
hut is he ſincere in theſe Profeſſions? One would hope ſo. 

For, after this, to deny the Exiſtence of an extraordinary Pro- 
vidence, would be giving the lie to Moſes ; and expoſing the 
== Inſtitution to the Contempt of Unbelievers for its Im- 

illity, and him the Commentator to their Scorn for his 


Tergiverſation. 
I advance nothing with regard to this extraordinary Provi. 
dence, but what every conſiſient Believer will be obliged to ads 
vance with me: Which is, that the temporal Rewards and Pun- 
iſhments, promiſed and threatened in the Law to Particulars and 
Individuals, were actually adminiſtered and diſpenſed. And 


. 


can any Man * te mon —— 3 believing — 
Ex. gr. As a long Liſe was plainly and expreſsly promi 
to the- Doets of the Law ; hence I — that wa Reling was 

nerally conferred upon them, or that a Diſtinction was made 
— them and the Wicked with regard to the Duration of 
their Lives. „ is | 
- Epiſcopius, Curcellæus, and Limborch have affirmed the ſame 
Thing. | 

It 5 objected by ſome late Writers, that King Jab, and 
other Obſervers of the Law, died early and immature. Here 
I would aſk, whether theſe Examples are conſidered as parti- 
cular Exceptions to a general Rule, or as Proofs that no Diſs 

tinction was made between the Righteous and the Wicked, in 

the Duration of their Lives? | 


As Exceptions to a general Rule, they make nothing againſt | 


my preſent Argument, becauſe I do not ſuppoſe that par 
2 of the Law met with his Reward in this 1 
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Blood, and ſhutteth his Eyes from ſeeing Ev 
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. ſtons, chat ſhaketh bis Hands from- holding of 


4 Bribes, that his Ears from hearing of 


„ He 


As Proofs that no Diſtinction was made between the Righ- 
teous and the Wicked, they ſhew, that the Promiſes of the 
Law were not accomplifhed and fulfilled, and conſequently that 
= 2 Impoſtor: A very proper Exploit for a Believer 

a Divine. "5 ny 

The Difficulty (if indeed there be any) in the Caſe of * 
is not peculiar to the Author of the D. IL. but common to hi 
with the other Advocates of revealed Religion. For ſince a lon 
Life is promiſed to pious and obedient Kings (Deaf. xvii. to} 
it will be incumbent on every con/iſtent Believer to maintain, that 
the untimely Death of this Prince is conſiſtent with the general 
Promiſe of the Law, And this is not difficult to do, For, 
the Biſhop of London obſerves, © 'that he was found in .the 
« Day of Battle, not with the Equipage of a King of Judah, 
« but ſurrounded with Chariots and Horſemen, contrary to an 
« expreſs Precept of the Law.” Other Solutions of this Diffi- 
culty have been given ” other Divines, and it indeed affects 
them all as much as the Author of the D. L. But diſtreſſes none, 
except the Fighters for Syſtems. 

It has been ſaid, that Salomon declares, that all Things come 
alike to all, and that there is one Ewveut to the Righteous and tothe 
Wicked, Mr. V. replies, his Adverſaries miſtake the Subject in 
this famous Book; and that Solomon in this Place is not ſpeaki 
of the State and Condition of Things amongſt the Jews, but 
the Adminiſtration of Providence amongſt their Pagan — 4 
bours round about. The following Conſiderations may be offer- 


ed in Support of this Solution. 
actually engage, in cer- 
and puniſh the 


I. If we will believe Mee, God did 
tain Circumſtances, to reward the Obſervers 
Tranſgreſſors of the Law, in the preſent Liſe. - And could So- 
lemon, conſiſtently with theſe Engagements, ſuppoſe that God 
made no Diſtinction between the Righteous and the Wicked, or 
that there was ane Event to him that ſacrificed and to him that 
ſacrificed not? ALD Re 
II. In ſome Paſſages quoted above, he himſelf tells us, that 
God had promiſed to, hs the Lives of the Virtuous, and to 
ſhorten the Days of the Wicked and Diſobedient. And could 
he, after this, without the moſt. glaring Contradiction, affirm 
that no real Difference or Diſtinction was made between the 
Righteous and the Wicked ? 33 ö 
N III. Ac- 
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© Waters fail not.” lviii. 10. | 


than that given by the Author of the Div. Leg. At preſent let 


and would have been glad to know how to verify, the Author 


L741] 
Ile ſhall dwell on high; +4:s Place of Defence 
e ſhall be the Munitions of Rocks, Bread ſhall be 
« given him, his Waters ſhall be ſure.” J/aiah' 
xXXXIiii. 15, 16. 

Again, If thou draw out thy Soul to the Hun- 
« ory, and ſatisfy the afflicted Soul, then ſhall thy 
Light riſe in Obſcurity, and thy Darkneſs be as 
ee the Noon day 4. , Ds as e 

« And the Lord ſhall guide thee continually, 
& and fatisfy thy Soul in Drought, and make fi 
« thy Bones: And thou ſhalt be like a watered, 
« Garden, and like a Spring of Water, whoſe 


I will conclude theſe Quotations from Scripture 
with the following Words of the Prophet Eze- 
kiel, 2A „ e 


III. According to this Interpretation, So/omn is not only 
inconſiſtent with Maſes and himſelf, but likewiſe with the Aus 
thor of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, who tells us, that xveRY 
T ranſgreſſion and Diſobedience received a juſt Recompence of Re- 
ward. 1. 2. _ | 

Now I ſhall be glad to ſee a better Solution of this Difficulty 


me obſerve that other Believers are concerned equally with him 
to ſhew, 1. that Solomon is conſiſtent with Moſes ;* 2. with the 
Author of the Epiſtle ; and 3. with himſelf, | 

Ina Word, 111 L the Divine Legation was written, this Poſition, 
that the Jeabiſb Affairs were really adminiſtered by an extraor- 
dinary Providence, was the univerſal Language of Divines: 
That it was in Scripture fepreſented as ſo adminiſtered, was 
as univerſally. allowed by the Dei/ts ; what therefore the /atter 
granted as delivered, and what the former profeſſed to believe, 


of the D. L. by the Medium he employed, has proved was 
actually performed. But this being a Departing (as it was well 
expreſſed) from the old Poflure of Defence, and, for other Rea- 
ſons beſt known to the Parties concerned, ſome Divines thought 
fit to eat their Words, and go over to the freer Sentiments of 
the common 8 e 


Pudet hac, &c. F 
A 6 Every 
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Every one of the Houſe of {frael, which ſe- 
« parateth himſelf from me, and ſetteth up his 
40 Lion in his Heart, and putteth the Stumbling- 
« block of his Iniquity before 2 and com- 
eth to a Prophet to inquire of him concerning 
« me, I, the Lord, will anſwer him &y myſelf. 

« And I will ſet my Face againſt bat Man, and 
« will make bim a Sign and a Proverb; and 1 
« will cut him off from the Midſt of my Peo+ 
„ ple, and ye ſhall know that I am the Lord. 
xv. 7, 8. | | 

T be Author of the D. L. demands of his Ad- 
verſaries, why the Doctrine of a future State was 
not made a Sanction of the Moſaic Religion? They 
reply, that it could not properly be delivered as a 
Sanction of this Religion, fince it had no Sanctions 
but ſuch as were purely national, or related to the 
People only in their public and collective Capacity, 
without reaching to Particulars and Individuals. . 

To this, I have ſhewn from the plain and expreſs 
Words both of Moſes and the Prophets, that theſe 
Sanctions did actually extend to Particulars and In- 
dividuals. | | Ras 

I have produced a long Train of Paſſages to this 
Purpoſe.* I have added ſeveral Explanations efchim 

rom 


* I dwelt the longer on this Article, becauſe I found the 
Objection had the Authority of ſome great Names to counte- 
nance and ſupport it. It is ſtrongly afferted by Biſhop Burner 
on the Articles. p. 97. | 

And a much greater Man, the late excellent Dr. C/arke, has 
ſometimes declared for the ſame Opinion. He obſerves, that 
the Notion of a future State was not clearly revealed and'mani- 
felted to the Jau. The Reaſon whereof (adds he) ſeems to 
be this. The Jews were a peculiar Nation, choſen of God 
to be a ſtanding Inſtance of his Providence in the Government 
** of the World, and of his rewarding Virtue and puniſh- 
ing Vice; the Promiſes therefore and Threatenings upon 
their Obedience or Diſobedience were made to that Nation, 

— con» 


NF 1 = 
from ſome very eminent and able Writers, in order 
to ſhew, that, according io their Reaſoning, the 


Sanctions of the Law could not be executed, un- 


lefs God himſelf interpoſed for this End. 

I have now gone through the ſeveral Objectiom 
that have been made to this /econd Argument of the 
D. L. How far the Anſwers here offer*d are ſuffi- 
cient and ſatisfactory, muſt be ſubmitted to the 
Judgment of the Reader. | 

I held it proper to defend and explain his ſecond 
Argument, becauſe it ſeems to have been ſo groſoly 
miſrepreſented, or miſunderſtood, by the Writers 
againſt the D. L. Even Dr. Stebbing, notwith: 
ſtanding he wrote /wo large Pamphlets agai 
it, never obſerved, or never informed his Res- 
der, that Mr. V. had endeavoured to ſupport 
his Argument by two ſeparate and diſtini# Syllo- 
giſms : He never takes the leaſt Notice that bis laf 


was offered as a ſingle, proper, and independent Proof. 
| | | And 


6 conſidered as a Body politic, and therefore muſt of neceſſity 
ec have been ſuch as could belong to a nation as ſuch, and be 
« conſpicuous to the World; 7. e. they muſt needs haue bem 
* temporal.” Sermons, v. 10. p. 145, F4 a 
However, this was one of thoſe Points in which this 

Man was far from being conſiſtent with himſelf. Numberlels 
Paſſages — be produced out of his Sermons, in which he 
plainly and evidently ſuppoſes, that the Promiſes and Threat 
enings of the Law were made to Particulars and Indi vidu- 
als; one Inſtance of which we have in this very Volume, 
350. | 

f 2 The Doctor has attempted to impoſe a groſs Fallacy on 
the Reader, even in the very Title of his Pamphlet. © An 
« Examination of Mr. Warburton's ſecond Propoſition.” But 
had he been diſpoſed to confine himſelf to the ſtrict Truth, or 
to acquaint his Reader with the real State of the Caſe, he 
would have called it an © Examination of the ſecond Propo- 
„ fition of Mr. Warburton's firſt Syllogiſm.” This would in- 
deed have been a fair Repreſentation ; but a fair Repreſents- 
tion would not anſwer his Purpoſe. While he pretends to ext 
mine Mr. Varburton's ſecond Propoſition, he would _— 
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And hence ariſes all the Confuſion of Counter- 
reaſoning, and idle' Parade of Mock-Arguments, 
ſo largely deſcribed and expoſed above. 

I choſe to undertake the Defence of the preſent 
Argument, becauſe I found the Dr. had aſſerted 
both the major and minor Propoſitions of Mr. War- 
burton's ſecond Syllogiſm. And I had not Logic 
enough to find out how he could evade the Conclu- 
ſion. 

« It was univerſally believed by the Antients, 
© on their common Principles of Legiſlation and 
« Wiſdom, that whatſoever Religion and Society 
« have no future State for their Support, mutt 
« be ſupported by an extraordinary Providence. 

« Moſes, ſkilled in all that Legiſlation and Wiſ- 
« dom, inſtituted the Few:/h Religion and Society, 
« without a future State for its Support.” 

Therefore Moſes, who taught, believed like- 
« wiſe, that this Religion and Society were to be 
e ſupported by an extraordinary Providence.“ 

It is owned by the Doctor, that there never 
was any State or civil Society without an efta- 
bliſhed- Religion. It is owned too by him, that 
there never was an. eſtabliſhed Religion which 
was not ſupported on the Doctrine of a future State. 
He muſt therefore admit the major Propoſition of 
the foregoing Syllogiſm. 

As he ſuppoſes that the Sanctions of the Moſaic 
Religion were purely temporal, he muſt admit the 
minor Propoſition likewiſe.* 


and ſuggeſt, that he had here examined the ſele Argument 
1 by the Author of the D. L. in Support of his main 
** ont. An Inſinuation the leſs ſurpriſing. .as it was not for 
_ his Credit to declare, that ere than one Medium had been 
by made uſe of for this Purpoſe. | 


ſents * Here I muſt repeat, that the Argument of the D. L. is ad- 

) ext dreſſed to the Deiſts. Now the Deiſts muit, and in fact do ſuppoſe, . 

ſinuate that the //raelites had no Syſtem of Religion beſides that inſti- 
and | 


tuted 


BY [78] 
Since therefore he allows, that our Author hay 
both the major and minon Propofitiong, 
we need ſurely be in no Pain about the Can. 
clufion. 1-9" 

And here it is worth Notice, that the Prin. 
ciples, aſſumed by our Author in Support of hi 
ſecond Argument, are as ſtrongly aſſerted by Dr. 
Stebbing as himſelf. They both agree in affirming, 
that the Sanfions of the Moſaic Religion were purely 
temporal, The Doctor's Anger ariſes from Mr, 
Ws applying this Principle as a Proof of the divine 
Original of the Law. And why will not the Dr. 
forgive him this Wrong ? What Hurt can come to 
the Credit and Authority of Scripture, by attempting 
to deduce the divine Legation of Moſes from a 
TER which the Dr. himſelf holds to be ſtriftly 
true: ny 
It is remarkable likewiſe, that the Dr. aſſerts the 

Reality of an extraordinary Providence, and holds 
it to be a Scripture Doctrine. Why then does be 
quarrel with Mr. V. for endeavouring to ſupport 
it by a new-diſcovered Argument; eſpecially. as the 
Principle aſſumed for this Purpoſe is ſuppoſed, 
by the Poctor himſelf, to be really and ftridy 
true ? 

It is indeed uſual with our beſt and ableſt Divines 
when they are inforcing the public Utility of Rel 
gion, to obſerve, that no civil Society ever ſubſiſted 

. without a national Religion. And that every n& 
tional Religion is ſupported on the Sanction of 1 
future State. Which is no other than aſſerting 

the major Propoſition bf this ſecond Syllogiſm. 
tuted by Mz/es. If then the Doctor allows that the Jenni Rel 
gion did not contain the Promiſe of another Life, he allows al 


that is neceſſary to eſtabliſi the minor Propoſition againſt the 
Deiſts. Al 


1791 
All our late Writers of Credit and Diſtinction, 
who have touched upon the preſent Queſtion, ſeem 
to concur in affirming, that the Sanctions of the 
Law were purely temporal. They ſeem therefore all 
to at tho mixer Propoſition of this ſecond Syl- 


tm. 
How abſurd then and fooliſh was it to call this 


Argument a mere Paradox, fince- it upon the 
common and received Principles, 3 os eldabliſh- 


ed and confirmed in all its Parts by the Teſti- 


mony and Concurrence of the beſt and ableſt Wiri- 


ters? 
It is true, this ſecond Syilap ves no more 
da that Mes anal ue, eli ed and aſſared, 


that he ſhould be ſupported in an extraordinary 


Way. The Deift, therefore, may object, that 


Moſes*s Perſuaſion and Belief is no real and proper 


Proof that an extraordinary Providence was actually 
adminiſtered and diſ ald. 


But to this Mr. . has given a ſufficient Anſwer. 


He ſays, That, if Majes could really believe an 
« extraordinary Providence when there was none, 
he muſt be a frank Enthuſiaſt; which the Deiſts 
<< themſelves will not venture to call him. Nay, 
« if the long Experience of forty Years, in which 
he conducted that People, could not undeceive 
* him in this Deluſion, his Enthuſiaſm muſt have 
** been quite incurable ; or rather, he muſt be ſtark 
mad; which is ſo monſtrous a Suppoſition, that 
© all Mankind will be aſhamed of it.” * | 
Beſides, he tells us, that an Anſwer to this 
Objection may be reduced to the following Syl- 
lopiſm, 
None but one ignorant of the World, or an 
** Enthufiaſt, who had received a Promiſe like 
** that given to the Jews, and had lived to the 
* Appendix to the Alliance, p. 172. 


c J 
J Time 
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x Time marked for its Accompliſhment, could 
«© be miſtaken either about the Promiſe or its Com- 
4 pletion. | | 
But Moſes received ſuch a Promiſe, and lived 
* to the Time marked for its Accompliſhment, 
“ and was neither ignorant of the World, nor an 
« Enthuſiaſt. | 

„Therefore Moſes was not miſtaken, either 
“ about the Promiſe or its Accompliſhment.” * 

Here then let the Doctor ſay, whether he 
believes Mr. W. will be able to make good this 
Point againſt Unbelievers or no. If he does, he 
muſt allow the ſecond Argument of the D. L. its full 
For ce. If he does not, what Opinion muſt he have 
of the real Character of Moſes ? 

Thus the Queſtion is reduced to a ſhort Ifſue 
no Subterfuge or Evaſion remains, unleſs he will 
join with the Deifts in faſtening the Charge of 
Enthuſiaſm upon Moſes, in order to elude the Rea- 
ſoning contained in the foregoing Syllogiſm. 

Upon the whole, it plainly appears, that the 
Doctor has objected nothing pertinent or mate- 
rial to this ſecond Argument of the Divine Legation, 
The Argument is addreſſed to Deiſts and 
Unbelie vers; and it has been ſhewn, that theſe 
cannot accord to the Doctor's main Aſſertion, 
without departing from their own Principles, and 
ſuppoſing the divine Origin of the Law and the 
Legation of Moſes.T 


* Remarks, p. 116. 


+ Indeed a late celebrated Writer ſeems to think, that a 
Community might ſupport itſelf without any Religion at all; 
and appeals to a ſuppoſed Fact: Which therefore it will be in- 
cumbent on us to examine. This excellent Author, in his 
Book De L'Eſprit des Loix, begins with obſerving very truly, L. 
24. c. 14. that the weaker the religious Sanctions are, the 
ſtronger ſhould be the civil. Mains la religion ſera re- 

primantt, 
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primante, plus les Loix civiles doivent reprimer; and illuſtrates 
this Maxim by the State of Religion and Laws in Japan; where, 
as he ſays, the eſtabliſhed Religion having no future State, the 
Laws ſupply this Defect by the Severity of their Puniſhments, 
and the Punctuality of their Execution. Ainſi, au Japan 
la Religion domi nante 1 ayant preſque point de dogmes, & ne pro- 
poſant point de Paradis ni d' Enfer, les laix, paur y ſuppleer, ont 
erb faites avec une ſeverits & executees. avec une punctualité axtra- 
ordinaires. Without doubt the Japaneſe Laws are very ſevere, 
agreeable to the Genius of the Eaſtern Laws in general: But 
that they are ſo conſtituted for the Reaſon aſſigned by this 
learned Writer, can by no Means be allowed. The moſt exact 
and authentic Notice we have of that People is from Engelber- 
tus Kæmpfer, a German Phyſician; and the Account he gives 
of the Faponcſe Religion is this He ſays, there are two 
eſtabliſned Religions, or rather, the eſtabliſhed Religion is com- 
poſed of two Sects, the Sintos and the Bud/do: The firſt is the 
Idol-worſhip, as of old eſtabliſhed in the Country; the other is 
the Worſhip of the foreign Idols, or of ſuch as fince thoſe ear- 
lier Times have been introduced and naturalized. Now. both 
theſe Religions, he expreſsly tells us, are ſupported by. the 
Doctrine of a future State. The Adherents of the Sintos 
Religion (ſays he) do not believe the Pyihagorean Doctrine 
of the Tranſmigration of Souls, altho' almoſt univerſally re- 
« ceived by the Eaſtern Nations. However, they abſtain from 
the killing and eating of thoſe Beaſts which are ſerviceable to 
„Mankind, thinking it an Act of Cruelty and Ungratefulneſs. 
They believe that the Souls, after their Departure from the 
Bodies, tranſmigrate to a Place of Happineſs, ſeated juſt be- 
e neath the thirty-three Heavens, and Dwelling-Places of their 
«* Gods, which, on this Account, they call Tatamano farra, 
* which ſignifies Light and ſub-celeflanl Fields : That the Souls 
of thoſe who had led a good Life in this World are admitted 
* without Delay; but that the Souls of the Bad and Impious 
* are denied Entrance, and condemned to err without, a Time 
* ſufficient to expiate their Crimes.” B. 3. c. 2. p. 213. of 
Schcuchzer's Engliſb Tranſlation. kN 

With regard to the Bud/o Religion, the Author, ſpeaking 
of its Founder, Siaka, ſays, The Force of his Enthuſiaſm 
„was ſo great, that, by its Means, he penetrated into the 
** moſt ſecret and important Points of Religion, diſcovering 
the Exiſtence and State of Heaven and Hell, as Places of Re- 
«* ward and Puniſhment, the State of our Souls in the Life to 
* come, the Tranſmigration thereof, the Way to eternal Hap- 
pineſs, the divine Power of the Gods in the Government of 


„this World, and many more Things beyond the Reach of 
G : 60 human 


[ 82] 

«© human Underſtanding, which he afterwards freely comma. 
« nicated to the numerous Crouds of his Diſciples.” p. 243. 
Speaking of the Doctrines of this Religion, he ſays, 'The 
« Souls of Men, after their Departure from their Bodies, are 
<«< rewarded in a Place of Happineſs or Miſery, according to their 
« Behaviour in this Life. The Place of Happineſs is called 
&« Gokurakf, that is, a Place of eternal Pleaſure. As the God 
« differ in their Nature, and the Souls of Men in the Merit of 
< their paſt Actions, ſo do likewiſe the Degrees of Pleaſure and 
« Happineſs'in their E/y/fan Fields, that every one may be re. 
ac warded as he deſerves.” p. 243. It appears from all this, 
that the admirable Author de L'Efprit des Loix, was impoſed on 
in his Intelligence concerning this Matter. The ſame 'Thing 
has been affirmed of the Chingſe Religion, and on no better 
Grounds. It is true, there is a Set of Literati in both theſe 
Empires, who, as to their religious, or rather, philoſophic 
Notions, are rank Spinozi//s : But this has no more to do with 
their eſtabliſhed Religion, than Free-thinking has with ours. Yet 
I am perſuaded, the falſe Repreſentations of the Chine/e and 
Japonęſe Religion aroſe from thence: And who would wonder, 
if an Inhabitant of Pekin, or Jede, who had only a curſory 
View of London, ſhould take Free-thinking to be the e/tabliſbed 
Religion of the Place ? 
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A 5 one chief Purpoſe of theſe Sheets is to 

ſhew, that Dr. Stebbing's own Conceſſions 
are ſufficient to eſtabliſh the Argument of the D. L. 
which he has employed ſo much Pains to confute; 
I choſe to begin with the proſecution of the ſecond 
Syllogiſm, becauſe he had fo frankly allowed every 


Thing that was neceſſary to confirm it. Indeed 


both the major and the minor of it. | 

In no Part of his two Pamphlets does he ever 
attempt to anſwer the main Argument, or to ac- 
count for the Omiſſion of a future State in the Mo- 


ſaic Inſtitutes, any otherwiſe than by having Re- 


courſe to the Revelation Syſtem. A elear, tho? 
tacit Confeſſion, that the Deiſt, upon his own Prin- 
ciples, can give no probable, conſiſtent, or reaſon- 
able Account of this Circumſtance. | 
But the Doctor's Conceſſions do not, at firft 
Sight, ſeem to afford the fame Advantage, with 
reſpe& to the firſt in mon of the D. L. How- 
ever, I have the Pleaſure to obſerve, that there is 
not ſo great and conſiderable a Difference between 
him and his learned Adverſary, as to make all 
Hopes of an Agreement between them quite deſpe- 
rate. For tho' the Dr. is unwilling to allow every 
Thing aſſerted by our Author, yet has he allowed 
enough to eſtabliſh his Argument, or to prove the 
Reality of an extraordinary Providence over the 
Jewiſh People. 
G 2 For 
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For a ſtrict and cloſe Attention to his Reaſoning 
will ſhew, that he has adopted ſuch Principles as 
muſt oblige him to ſuppoſe, that the Jes had no 
Knowledge of a future State; which is te admit 
the irt Argument of the D. L. in all its Force. 

Let us attend to the Argument itſelf. <* What- 
ec ſoever. Religion and Society have no future State 
«* for their Support, muſt be ſupported by an ex- 
& traordinary Providence. 

The Jewiſb Religion and Society had no future 
State for their Support.” | W. 

« Therefore the eib Religion and Society 
« were ſupported by an extraordinary Provi- 
ane WE 

Againſt this Reaſoning the Dr. addreſſes himſelf, 
and denies the minor. He ſays, the Jewiſh Reli. 

ion had a future State: However, if it can be 
— the Jews had no Knowledge of it, he is wil. 
ling to allow that this Argument will be a ſufficient 
Proof that an extraordinary Providence was admi- 
niſtered; and conſequently, that the Miſſion of 
Moſes was divine. : 

But let us hear him in his own Words. If you 
“ ſay, and can prove it too, that the Jeus in fad 
* HAD NOT the Doctrine of a future State; this, in- 
& deed, will be a Plea that an extraordinary Provi- 
„ dence was neceſſary to ſupply the Want of it, and 
“ that Moſes, when he undertook the Government, 
«© was well aſſured that he ſhould be extraordinanly 
« ſupported, And this, at leaſt, is the Bottom 
«© upon which Mr. W.'s Demonſtration muſt 
« ſtand, or it can ſtand upon nothing.” 

Thus the Doctor has reduced the Controverſy 
between himſelf and his learned Adverfary into 


Remarks, p. 78. 


+ Hiſtory of 4braham, p. 8 1. 
narrow 


rrow 


851 
narrow Compaſs; the ſingle Queſtion we ſee is, 
Whether the Jews had, or had not, the Doctrine 
of a future State. If Mr. V. be able to ſupport 
the negative, the Dr. himſelf owns, that. he will 
gain his Point, and prove what he undertook. 

What I would obſerve then, upon the preſent 
State of the Argument, is, 1ſt, that this Reaſoning 
of the Doctor's will clear the Doctrine of the D. L. 
from ſome Objections that have been brought againſt 
it. It has been ſaid, that Mr. V. attempts to deduce 
the Miſſion of Moſes from a new and unuſual To- 
pic; a Medium as inconcluſive as it is ſingular and 
uncommon; there being no ſtrict and proper Con- 
nexion between his Premiſes and his Concluſion. But 
here Dr. St. comes to his Aſſiſtance, and owns, that 
if we ſuppoſe the Jes were not in Poſſeſſion of 
the Doctrine of a future State, we muſt needs ad- 
mit an extraordinary Providence, there being a ſtrict 
CONE between the Premiſes and the Conclu- 

on.“ | 

2dly. If it can be ſhewn that the Fews had not 
the Knowledge of a future State; the Doctor himſelf 
owns this will be a ſufficient Proof that an extraor- 
dinary Providence was actually adminiſtered. This 
is a plain Confeſſion that the Argument of the D. 
L. is ſtrictly concluſive againſt the Deiſts; for 
they contend, that the Notion of a future State was 


* Indeed, this new and unheard of Paradox ſtands upon two 
very innocent and familiar Principles, 1ſt, That civil Society 
would not be able to ſubſiſt without the additional Aſſiſtance of 
Religion, 2. That Religion would not be able to ſupport itſelf 
under the ordinary Diſpenſation of a common Providence, without 
the Dodtrine of a future State | f 

The fr/ of theſe Points has been as ſtrongly aſſerted by my 
Lord of London, Dr. St. and all our orthodox Divines, as by 
the Author of the D. L. 3 

The ſecond ſeems to have been generally c{pouſed by all the 
ſober Writers againſt that Book. 

G 3 perfectly 


[86] | 
perfectly unknown to the Hraelites, in the more 
early Ages of the Jewiſh Republic. 

Mr. V. undertakes to prove the divine Miſſion 
of Moſes; and to whom, I pray, was his Argus» 
ment directed? The Dr. will tell us, It was ins 
& tended for the Conviction: of Unbelie vers.“ * 
Does not he himſelf then acknowledge that it fully 
anſwers it's End? 

But there is a ſtrange Miſtake ſomewhere. The 
Doctor, by his Rage againſt it, ſeems to fancy it 
was directed againſt Him and Orthodoxy, If the 
Reader aſks how he came to fall into ſo ſtrange an 
Abſurdity, I can give no other Anſwer than this 
That whoever tries new Experiments in Defence of 
Religion, is an Enemy to it, and conſequently res 
ſponſible to the Doctor. | 
- But let us confider the great Advantage which; 
according to the Doctor's own Reaſoning, Mr. V. 
has gained over the Deifts. The Hiſtory of the Old 
Teſtament aſſures us, that God undertook the 
Government of the Fews, and frequently inter- 
_ to manage and conduct the Affairs of this 

eople. Dr. Stebbing ſays, They were under 
the immediate Direction of God, who manifeſted 
“ himſelf to them by the Voice of his Prophets; 
and by a great Variety of extraordinary and un 
„ common Events, gave them inconteſtible Evidence 
© of his Preſence among them.” + But the Deiſts 
laugh at this Hiſtory of divine Interpoſitions, as 
nothing better than a Set of Fairy-Tales. To check 
this Inſult, Mr. V. thus argues: You yourſelves 
(ſays he) contend that the I/raelites had no future 
State in their Religion, nor appear to have had any 
Knowledge of the Doctrine. Now, from this very 
Omiffon; which you urge to ſhew the Imperfection 

Exam. p. (6. ; 

+ Anſwer to Chriſtianity as old as the Creation, p. 58. 


of 


71 
of the Jewiſh Religion, I undertake to evince the 
Reality of thoſe miraculous Diſpenſations, which, 
tho? recorded in holy Writ, you ſo much affect to 
deſpiſe, by ſhewing that the ew; Conſtitution, 
under that Omiſſion, could not have ſupported itſelf 
but by an extraordinary Providence. And does not 
the Doctor own that he ſays true; and conſequently, 
that he has fully eſtabliſhed the Fruth and Autho- 
rity of the Bible Hiſtory againſt Deiſts and Unbe- 


lievers ? : 0 

It had been pretended, that the Want of a future 
State in the Fewiſh Religion would prove, that a 
Religion ſo imperfect could not come from God. 
But the Doctor will not chuſe to countenance this 
Objection 3 becauſe he has declared, that the Want 
of this Doctrine in the Fewwiſh Inſtitution would 
prove, that it was ſupported by an extraordinary 
Providence. For by ſo doing he would ſeem to 
ſay, that the ſame Circumſtance might prove both 
that the Jewiſb Diſpenſation was, and at the ſame 
Time was not, of divine Appointment. 

3dly. It may be proper to obſerve, that the Ar- 
gument of the Divine Legation has been admitted, 
and, in great Meaſure, ſuppoſed true, by the Doctor 
4 at the very Time he was labouring to con- 

te it. 

« The Bible (ſays Mr. V.) contains a very cir- 
* cumſtantial Hiſtory of this People, from the 
Time of Moſes to the great Captivity : Not only 
« of public Occurrences, but the private Adven- 
« tures of Perſons of both Sexes, and of all Ages 
{+ and Stations, of all Characters and Complexions ; 
in the Lives of Virgins, Matrons, Kings, Sol- 
« diers, Scholars, Prieſts, Merchants, Huſband- 
« men. They are given too in every Circumſtance 
« of Life; victorious, captive, ſick, and in Health; 
ein full Security, and amidſt impending Dangers; 
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88 1 
ce plunged in civil Buſineſs, or retired and ſequeſ- 
* tered in the Service of Religion. Together 
« with their Sry, we have their Compoſitions hke- 
+ wife: Here they ſing their Triumphs, there 
&* their Palinodia; here they offer up their Hymns 
of Praiſe, and Petitions to the Deity ; here they 
* urge their moral Precepts to their Countrymen z 
„ and here again they treaſure up their Prophe- 
&* cies and Predictions for Poſterity : Yet, in none 
& of theſe different Circumſtances of Life, in none 
„of theſe various Cafts of Compoſition, do we 
6 ever find them acting on the Motives, or influ- 
e enced by the Proſpect of a future State; or, in- 
need, wr, omg the leaſt Hopes or Fears, or 
* even common Curio/ity concerning it: But _ 
«© Thing they do or ſay reſpe&s the preſent Li 
& only; the Good and Ill of which are the ſole 
Objects of all their Purſuits and Averſions.“ 
Remarks, p. 102, 103. | 5 

The Doctor, indeed, will not allow this to be a 
fair Account, but inſiſts, that we have /ome Foot- 
ſteps and Traces of this Doctrine in the more early 
Parts of the Jewiſh Hiſtory, or that the People are 
ſometimes repreſented as acting on the Motives, 
and influenced by the Proſpect of another Life. 
However, he allows, that the Inſtances of this 
kind are very rare, and that but few Circumſtances 
can be produced which ſhew, that the more early 
Jews ever extended their Proſpect to a future 
State. | | | 

Let us argue on his own State of the Caſe 3 and 
aſk him, Whence it comes to paſs, that there is ſo 


wide and conſiderable a Difference between the Hiſ- 


tory of the Fews and that of all other People? Or 
why tle jirſt are not ſuppoſed to have aRed as con- 
ſtantly on the Motives, and to have been influenced 
| | as 

2 N 


189 ] 
as conſtantly by the Proſpect of another World as 
the laſt? Will the Dr. be ever able to account for 
this Difference, without having Recourſe to the 
Suppoſition of an extraordinary Providence in the 
Beginning, or firſt Ages of the Fewiſh Covenant? 
Whence, I would aſk, comes it, that we have /o 
little Mention of a future State in the Books, Writ- 
ings, and Compoſitions of the old Fews ? To fa- 


, tisfy us in this Point, the Dr. finds himſelf obliged 


to acknowledge, that an extraordinary Providence 
was promiſed, and actually adminiſtered over the 
Jewiſh People. I very willingly allow you (fays 
ehe) that the general Turn of the Book of Pſalms 
“has an Aſpect upon temporal Things; and that 
there are very few Paſſages which /peak the Writers 
« of them to have had any farther Hopes; which will 
appear very ſtrange to thoſe who judge of the 
“Spirit of theſe Compoſitions, by what they ſee of 
“ Compoſitions of the ſame kind, under the Goſpel 
« Diſpenſation. But ſuch ſhould confider, that the 


Authors of this Book [andconſequently of all the other 


* Books in the Old Teſtament] lived in the Age of the 
* temporal Covenant, when God had made him- 
e ſelf known to them under the Character of their 
temporal Deliverer and Protector: And what 
„ Wonder is it, in ſuch a Caſe, that (fince tem- 
« poral Happineſs or Miſery lie neareſt us, and 
affect us moſt) they ſhould make it the princi- 
pal Subject of their Devotions. If a Chriſtian 
pray for temporal Things, any farther than in 
general Terms for what is neceſſary for the 
“Body, it would be offen/ive. The Reaſon is, 
that Chriſt was Miniſter of the /p/r:tual Covenant, 
and hath given us Directions t ſeek the Kingdom 
* of God and his Righteouſneſs. But God had ux- 
„ DERTAKEN with the People of the Jes for 
temporal good Things, as the Condition of their 
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i,” [ 90 ] 
ce obeying the Law given by Moſes ; therefore it 
de was but correſpondent to the Diſpenſation th 
« were under, chieſy to be attentive to God's Deal. 
„ ing in this Reſpect ; as what the very Covenant 
<« jtjelf had taught them would be the FIRST, 11> 
* MEDIATE Concern of his Providence on their 
« Behalf.” p. 53, 34. 

Thus we ſee, in order to account for the flight, 
obſcure, and imperfect Mention of a future State, 
in the Books of the Old Teſtament, the Doctor 
finds himſelf obliged to own that what Mr. VJ. had 
aſſerted muſt be allowed, before any good Account 
could be given of the Omiſſion of a future State in 
the Jewiſo Diſpenſation; namely, that the Fews 
lived under the actual Diſpenſation of an extraordi- 
nary Providence. Tho' therefore he does not allow 
every Thing aſſerted by the Author of the D. L 
yet he allows all that is neceſſary to eſtabliſh his 
main Argument z which is, to prove the Reality of 
an extraordinary Providence over the Jewiſh People. 
For he owns, that in the Jeiſb Hiſtory we have 
only ſome rare and ſlight Intimations of a future 


State: And he owns too, that this can be only ac» 


counted for upon the Suppoſition that this People 
lived under an extraordinary Providence. 
How, after this, was it poſſible he could flatter 
himſelf with the Imagination, that he was diſputing 
againſt the Argument of the D. L? The great De- 
ſign of which is to ſhew, from certain Circum- 
ſtances in the Jetoiſb Hiſtory, that ſuch a Diſpenſa- 
tion was really adminiſtered. If then the Doctor 
would ſpeak to the Purpoſe, or confute and over- 
throw the preſent Argument, he ſhould ſhew that 
the Circumſtance above-mentioned may be fairly 
explained and accounted for, upon the Suppoſition 
that the Jews lived under the ſame common and 


ordinary Providence that now prevails 3 and, conſe- 


quently, 


1911 
quently, that the Argument of the D. L. is, in Fact, 
what he is ſo eager in repreſenting it to the World, 
weak and inconcliſtvue. | 

He tells us, that the Argument of the D. L. was 
« intended. for the Conviction of Unbelievers.” 
Now theſe Gentlemen do, and muſt ſuppoſe, that 
the Jews lived under the fame ordinary Providence 
with the reſt of Mankind. But the Doctor owns, 
that, upon this Suppoſition, they cannot account for 
the rare and flight Intimations of a future State in 
the Zewifp Hiſtory : And is not this owning that the 
Deiſts cannot elude the Argument of the D. L? 
A mortifying Reflection | 

4thly. The Doctor himſelf contends, that the Jets 
had nothing more than ſome faint, precarious, and 
uncertain Hopes of a Futurity, being without any 
perfect Aſſurance or full Perſuaſion of the Reality 
of another Life. He contends too, that this dark 
and doubtful Expectation of a future State, was not 
ſufficient to * and maintain Religion in the 
Age of the Jewiſh Covenant. The End, both 
of the Law and the Goſpel, was the ſame, 10 
egit, the leading Men to the Worſhip of the true 
* God. As a Motive to this, the one propoſes a 
temporal, the other an eternal Inheritance. Now, 
* from this Diverſity of the Motive under each 
*« Diſpenſation, this Difference indeed muſt neceſ- 
e arily ariſe, that there 18-70 farther Need of the 
% Promiſe of an earthly Canaan, the heavenly being 
« ſo fully and clearly revealed.” * 

There is no FARTHER Need of the Promiſe of 
an earthly Canaan, the heavenly being ſo fully 
* and clearly revealed.“ Notwithſtanding the 
Doctor afligns the Fews the Hope and Expectation 


* Eflay on civil Government, in his polemic Works, 
þ. 46. | — 
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of a future State, yet he allows that it was ſo very 
faint, glimmering, and obſcure, that it would not 
have been ſufficient to preſerve and ſupport Religi- 
on, without the Promiſe of an earthly Canaan: 
That is without the Diſpenſation of an extraordinary 
Providence. | 

So that, after all this Buſtle, the Difference be- 
tween our Author and the Dr. ſeems to be extreme- 
ly flight and inconſiderable. They Both tell us, the 
Fewiſh Religion was ſo circumſtanced, that it was 
not able to ſubſiſt without the Help and Aid of an 
extraordinary Providence, And they both agree, 
that the Inability was owing to the Want of a 
clear, perfect, aud diſtin Revelation of a future 
State. 

They ſeem, I ſay, to differ but very little in their 
Principles, and not at all in the Concluſion they both 
draw from their reſpe&ive Principles. Mr, Fs 
Principle is, that the Fews had no Knowledge of a 
future State : The Doctor's Principle is, that they 
had nothing more than ſome doubtful, ambiguous, 
and uncertain Notions of another Life : In a Word, 
ſo ſlight, that, with regard to their Influence, it 
was the fame as none at all; ſince, as we ſaid, he 
agrees with Mr. V. in this common Concluſſon, that 
without an extraordinary Providence, the Jewiſb 
Republic could not have ſubſiſted. The very Point 
which the Divine Legation undertook to prove, 
and very nearly, as we ſaid, on the ſame Prin- 
ciple. 

"Though therefore, as an Anſwerer of the Divine 
Legation, he has no reaſon to boaſt his dextrous 
Management ; vet, as a Divine at large, he need 
not be aſhamed of his Conceſſions: For ſome of the 
ableſt and beſt Defenders of Revelation have not 
ſerupled to confeſs the ſame Thing; as may be ſeen 

| p in 
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in the Appendix to the firſt Part of Mr. 7's Re- 
marks.* | 
| And 


* Some late Writers, who have conſidered this Queſtion with 
great Diligence and Attention, ſeem to imagine that the eau 
were left without the Knowledge of a future State. | 

The learned and ingenious Dr. Law ſuppoſes, with Cre//ius, 
that Maſes could not offer the ZFews a more ſublime, ſpiritual, 
and perfect Syſtem of Religion. Quod felicitatem ac mercedem, 
ob quas pietas colenda et, terrenæ reipublice ctio, & eorum tan- 
tum bonorum affluentia terminaret, que ad corporis paſtum ſpectant, 
quorumgue uſus hujus vite circumſcribitur cancellis, ita requirente 
iſtius populi infantia. Of the ſeveral Diſpenſations of Reli- 

ion, p. 112. 
: Ita 3 iftius populi infantia, But how could the Mi- 
nority and Nonage of this People make the Promiſe of tem- 
poral Rewards neceſſary, but becauſe they were not qualified 
and ripe for the Doctrine of a future State? 

Speaking of the Opinion, which places the Book of 7ob as 
low as the Captivity, he ſays, © But this is put beyond all 
„Doubt, by the incomparable Author of the D. L. J. 6. / 2. 
© p. 543, Cc. who has given us a beautiful Account of this 
« whole Book, and cleared up all the Difficulties in it, which 
<« uſed ſo much to perplex Interpreters; and particularly makes 
« it appear, that the Words in Queſtion (wiz. the famous 
„Text, c. 19.) can relate only to a temporal Deliverance:” 

. 82, 
: Now if he has ſhewn this, -he has certainly ſhewn, that the 
Jcaus had no Knowledge of a future State at this Time; as muſt 
appear to every one who looks into the Argument here re- 
ferred to. | | | 


Though the Law promiſed temporal good Things to the 
«© Good, yet the Jews knew, by long Experience, that thoſe 


«« Promiſes had not been fulfilled at all Times, and to all Per- 
„ ſons. Extraordinary Interpoſitions in Behalf of the Righte- 
* ous were grown leſs frequent, and proportionably to this De- 
* creaſe, the Intimations of a future State had been more numerous 
and evident,” (Jortin's Diſcourſes, p. 11.) Theſe laſt Words, 
tho' they are not quoted from, yet ſeem to refer to, the D. L. 
and they plainly ſuppoſe, that the more early Jeaus had no 

clear and evident Intimation of a future State. = 
Mr. Garnet in his Diſſertation on the Book of Fob, has fully 
and effectually confuted the common Interpretation of the cele- 
brated Text in the 19th Chapter; and clearly and undeniably 
thewn, that it relates only to a temporal Deliverance, He has 
alligned 
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[ 94 ] 
And on this Occaſion a Difficulty occurs that 
may deſerve the Doctor's Solution. He tells us, 
that God had undertaken with the Jews to admi- 
niſter temporal Bleſſings to thoſe who obeyed the 


Law. But it is part of his Syſtem that ſeveral of 


theſe did not meet with their Reward in this Life. 
What then had ſuch to comfort and ſupport them, if 
nothing more than ſome faint, ambiguous, and un- 
certain Notions of a future State were revealed in 
that Age and Seaſon of the World? As they were 
not rewarded by an extraordinary Providence, they 
could have no Proſpect of any Recompence but 
one that was to be diſpenſed in-a future State. This 
the Doctor owns, they had no ſufficient Promiſe 
and Aſſurance of. Here then let him tell us, how 
he makes his own Repreſentation of the Jewiſp Dil- 
penſation conſiſtent with our natural Notions of the 


Goodneſs of God. It is poſſible, that in ſecking for 
an Anſwer, he may fall here again, before he is 


aware, into his Adverſary's Principles. OY 
Some of our. moſt eminent and learned Divines 


tell us, that a future State was not clearly and diſ- 


tinctly revealed to the Fews, becauſe they were 
aſſigned this Book a late Date, and yet ſuppoſes the Kno 


of a future State among the J to have been ſtill later. 


« There is no one Point ſo ftrenuouſly denied, or treated with 


* ſuch Neglect all along by Job, as that of a future Exiſtence, 


4 which he diſclaims all Intereſt in, or Concern about.“ 
«© Had Job's Friends been in Poſſeſſion of ſo valuable a Se- 
1 cret as the Doctrine of the Reſurrection, the whole Difficulty, 
« which ſo much perplexed him and them too, had been re- 
« ſolved in a Moment. [So ſaid Mr. V. before him. 
“ God himſelf undoubtedly would have declared, that, in 
« this Life, he neither rewards nor puniſhes Men exactly 
« according to their Deſerts, but reſerves that for its proper 
« Province for the Life which is to come; this would have 
c been the only Solution of the Difficulty ; and if God 
ce make not this Declaration, the Reaſon is, it wwas not his 
&« Pleaſure as yet to make any clear Revelation of this Doctrint. 
Vid. Gaſp. San. in Loc. p. 199. 
I too 


1981 

too groſs and carnal to be ſwayed and influenced 
by the Proſpect of another Life. This is only go- 
ing round and round, for fear of being drawn 
into this terrible Syſtem of the D. L. And yet 
there is no Help, they muſt at laſt center in it: 
For if this was the Caſe, what was there left to 
keep the People in Obedience, but the Adminiſtra- 
tion of temporal Rewards and Puniſhments by an 
extraordinary Providence? 

I will here beg leave to tranſcribe a Paſſage from 
the Lord Biſhop of London's Diſcourſes on Pro- 
phecy. Tou ſee now (fays this learned Prelate) 
« upon what Foot all the Prophecies in the Old 
« Teſtament ſtand, which relate to the temporal 
« Concerns of the Jeiſh Nation; you ſee like- 
e wiſe the Reaſon-why-this Kind of Prophecy has 
e ceaſed in the Chriſtian Church. The Goſpel is 
« not founded in temporal Promiſes. be bring- 
« ing in of better Hopes has vacated the Promi 
« of-the Mofaic Covenant, and tis expected of us 
« after ſo much Light given, that our Faith ſhould 
be Proof againſt the Adverſities of the World, 
« without the Help of a Prophet to foretel, or to 
« reveal to us, in every Inſtance, the Counſel of 
«© God.” p. 136, 137. Ed. 4. 

In this Paſſage his Lordſhip delivers, as Truths, 
both the Principle and the Concluſion of the Argu- 
ment of the D. L. — and, what is more, he delivers 
them as having a ſtrict and real Connexion with 
one another. |. He plainly ſuppoſes that theſe bet- 
ter Hopes, the Hopes of a future State, ſubfiſted 
not with the tem Promiſes of the Law, 'but 
were brought in under the Goſpel ; which is to 
avow Mr. W.'s Principle, and to own, with him, 
that the Jews had not the revealed Doctrine of a 
future State. A Notion inoffenſive, it ſeems, and 
orthodox, when advanced by his * r 
oade 
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[ 96] 
loaded with Execration, even by his Lordſhiph 
Friends and Followers, when found in the D. L. 

2, His Lordſhip ſuppoſes, that temporal Pro- 
miſes and an extraordinary Diſpenſation were necef- 
ſary under the Law, becauſe the better Hopes of the 
Goſpel were not yet brought in; which is to avow 
Mr. V.'s Concliſion, and aſſert, with him, the Re- 
ality of an extraordinary Providence amongſt the 
early 7ews. 

3. Since his Lordſhip ſuppoſes an aura 
Diſpenſation neceſſary to ſupply the Want of theſe 
betier Hopes, he muſt ſuppoſe that there is a natural 
and proper Connexion between the Principle and the 
Concluſion of the ſaid D. L. 

In the next Place, let me obſerve, that ſeveral of 
our moſt eminent and conſiderable Writers, had 
they been uniform and confiftent with themſelves, 
muſt have agreed with the Author of the D. L. in 
affirming, that the Moſaic Religion was ſupported 
merely by the Adminiſtration of temporal Rewards 


and Puniſhments, excluſive of the Proſpect of a fu- 


ture State. 
What other Foundation does the Lord Biſhop of 


London leave it, when he tells us, that the better 


Hopes of the Goſpel ſubſiſted not with the temporal 
Promiſes of the Law, but were brought in by the 
Goſpel. 
In another Place he obſerves, that “ all the 
«© Promiſes and Threatenings of the Law are tem- 
« poral, ſuilable to the Age and Seaſon of the World, , 
132. 
0 What can his Lordſhip mean by this? I would 
humbly aſk, whether the Fews were properly qua- 
lified and prepared for the Doctrine of a future 
State? If they were, how can it be ſaid, that tem- 
al Promiſes and Threatnings were moſt ſuitable to 


this Age and Seaſon of the World? If they were 
| not, 


1971 

not, his eg, ſure will not ſay that it was re- 
vealed to them: For it muſt give one a ſtrange Idea 
of the Adminiſtration of Providence, to ſuppoſe, 
that it would reveal a Doctrine at a Period when 
the People were not qualified and prepared to re- 
ceive it. In a Word, the Paſſage appears unintel- 
ligible, unleſs it goes on the Suppofition, that the 
Fews had not the l of a future State. 
For what can be meant by faying, that temporal 
Promiſes and Threatenings were moſt ſuitable to 
this Age and Seaſon of the World, if the Jews 
were then in Do an of, or ripe for, the Doctrine 


of a future Sta 
„ The Pro RY from which the Reſurrection a 


« Chriſt is inferred, (ſays the Biſhop) were obſcure 
« anddark froma ſeeming Inconſiſtency between the 
e ſeveral Parts of them. It is foretold, that Chriſt 
&* ſhould be deſpiſed and rejected of Men, a Man of Sor- 
4 rotes and Aſfictions; that his Affliction ſhould pur- 
e ſue him even to the Grave. And *tis alſo foretold, 
that, notwithſtanding theſe Sufferings, and a 
« wretched Death, he ſhould prolong. bis Days, and 
« have an everlaſting Kingdom, and ſee the Work 
« of the Lord proſper in his Hands. Theſe Prophe- 
« cies are not at all plainer now than they were in 
e the Beginning: But the plain Senſe appeared at 
that Time loaded with Contradictions; here was 
% one born to Miſery and Afiifion, and yet he was 
the Heir of an everlaſting Kingdom : He was con- 
« demned, executed, laid in the Grave, and after all 
6« this, he was to prolong his Days, and ſee the 
Mort of the. Lord proſper in his Hands. The 
KReſurrection of Chriſt reconciled all theſe Difh- 
ce culties and ſeeming Inconſiſtencies; and we now 
&« readily admit theſe Prophecies in their lain, li- 


+* teral Senſe; which was a very plain Senſe before, 
| H "RO 
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[ 98 ] 
« thoꝰ a very hard one to be imagined or believed.” 
34, 35. | 5 
b See bis Lordſhip ſuppoſes the Jeet to have 
been puzzled and perplexed with thele Cireumſtan- 
ces, he muſt ſuppoſe they had no Notion or Con- 
ception of any Kingdom to be erected by the Meſ- 
fiah, but one purely temporal. For how could 
the Knowledge of his Death lead them to imagine 
that no Kingdom, Power; or Dominion wis alf. 
ſigned him in Heaven? Efpecially if they Ivoked 
upon Death as a Paſſage conducting the Good and 
8 to a State of Happineſs and immertal 
lory. 
The Miction, Miſery, and Death, predicted of 
the Mefiab, might ſeem inconſiſtent with the No- 
tion of a temporal Kingdom, but could not em- 


batraſs and diſtreſs Men who had been trained and 


educated in the Perſuafion and Belief of a future 
State, in which their Meſſiah might erect a future 
Kingdom, ſpiritual and heavenly. | 
Nothing therefore but the Ignorance of the true 
Nature of Chriſt's Kingdom, arifing from their Ig- 
norance of a future State, would make the Few 
fancy that theſe Prophecies were loaded with the 
Contradictions mentioned by his Lordſhip. | 
Again, the Bleſſings belonging to the ſpecial 
c Covenant, given to Abraham and his Seed, wet 
C“ reſerved to be revealed in God's appointed Time. 
«© The Prophets under the Law could not be com- 
0“ miſſioned to declare theſe Bleffings openly and 
% nakedly, without anticipating the Time of theit 
« Revelation. Hence it is that the Predictions, 
concerning Chrift and his Kingdom, are cloathed 
„in ſuch Figures as were proper to raiſe the Hope 
te and Attention of the People, without carrying 
them beyond the Bounds of A 8 
. | & {cr} 
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« ſcribed by God to the Age of the Jeiſb Coves 
4 nant.” P. 129, 190. 4 Cn Va * 
From which I can deduce no other Doctrine but 
this, that the ſpiritua Bleſſings of the Goſpel were 
hid under the car nal ones of the Law, And that 
in the Prophecies, the Meſſiah is deſcribed under 
the Character of a mere temporal Deliverer, and 
not as what he proved to be, at the Fulneſs of 
Time, the Author of Salvation and — Life; 
which is the preciſe Doctrine of the Divine Lega. 
tion “: And thus, according to his Lordſhip's own 
Reaſoning, it will follow, that Moſes and the Pro. 
phets did not preach up the Doctrine of another 
Life. Had they done this, they muſt either have 
affirmed that future Happineſs was annexed to the 
Obedience of the Law, or promiſed to Paith in 
Chriſt, His Lordſhip will not ſay, they affetted 
the #7 Notion, becauſe he contends that the Sanic- 
tions of the Law were purely temporal. He will 
not ſay, they. aſſerted the ec Notion, beeaitſe 
he ſuppoſes that the Metab was revealed te them 
under the Character of a mere temporal Deliverer, 
1 not as the Author of Redemption and eternal 
ie, 1 | 
Biſhop Bull's Opinion on this Matter, (which he 
took from Grotius) was, That there was a two- 
« fold Manner of Teaching among the antienf 
«© Jews; one ſuited to vugar Apprehenſions, the 
« other to thoſe who had made fome Proficiency in 
* Knowledge : To theſe latter he aſſigns the teach- 
ing of the Doctrine of a future State, till the 


It may be objected that his Lordſhip, in ſome Parts of his 
. Diſcourſes, ſuppoſes the Jews to have been in Poſſeſſion of the 
revealed Doctrine of a future State. I ſhall not trouble myſelf 
to enquire whether he does or not. The Point before us is. not 
to make him conſiſtent, but to ſhew that he has aſſerted 
Doctrines perfectly conformable to the Principles of the 
Divine Legation. 
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„Time of the Captivity ; after which, he ſays, it 
lay open to all in common.” * ; 
his is plainly ſuppoſing, that the Do#rine was 
concealed from the Multitude or groſs Body of the 
People; who conſequently had nothing to reſtrain 
and keep them in Order, but the Diſpenſation of 
an extraordinary Providence? | 
This learned Biſhop divides the Zews into two 
Claſſes; one of them ripe for the Doctrine, and the 
other not; which other could be none but the 
Body of the People: Otherwiſe what occaſion 
could there be to make the Doctrine private and 
eſoteric ? + Carts 264-441. 2a 

Accordingly he obſerves, that it was not taught 
promiſcuouſly, or expoſed and laid before the Peo- 
ple in common, till the Time of the Maccabees. 
He plainly ſuppoſes, that the more early 7ews 
had no other Hopes than of temporal Happt- 
neſs and Proſperity; no other Fears than of tempo- 
ral Loſs and Miſery. & Gens Judaica ſolita ea tantam 
audire, que in ſenſum caderent. 

It is allowed on all Hands, that the Doctrine of 
a future State is more eſpecially uſeful and neceſ- 
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* Stebbing's Examination, p. 125. | 
+ Harmonia Apoſtolica. Diſſertatio poſterior. Sect. 10, 11, 12, 
Si cauſam querit, cur ab exilio primum Babylonico doctrina 
bc arcanisJudzorum eruta, in apricum prolata fuerit, rationem 
ſatis ingenioſam atque accommodam reddit Grotius. Nempe grave 
tum periculum imminebat, ne gens Judaica ſolita ea tantum audire 
quæ in ſenſum caderent, ab/ato imperii ſui ſplendore, gemens ſub 
" externo dominatu, damni, cruciatus, mortis denique metu ſollicita, 
© veri dei cultu deficeret ; adcogue plane neœſſarium crat, ut popu- 
lus adverſus tentamenta pr e&muniretur : Quod fieri ſatis non pote- 
rat, nifi palam dei cauſa morientibus propoſita ſpe vitæ meltoris, 
nec fructu ſuo caruit, iſta doctrina. Hac enim xgutlo@- c hg 
ie animati Macchabaicis temporibus quamplurimi, pro legis 
Audio exquifitiſſimas mortes pertultrunt, ut Macchabaorum Hiſtoria 
nos docet, & a ſeriptore Epiſtolæ ad Hebræos loco modo laudate 
- annotatum et. Sect. 12. ö ny 


ST 3 fary 


1011 
ſary with regard to the common People: And yet, 
according to Grotius and Biſnop Bull, it was more 
eſpecially ſecreted and concealed from them.*® 
| e 27: WML 


* But here Dr. Sebbing informs us, that Biſhop Bull ſome-. 
times ſuppoſes the Body of the Jeaus to have had the Know- 
ledge of a future State, and in his Sermons ſpeaks of it as a po- 
pular and common Doctrine. What are we to conclude from 
thence? That he did not ſpeak his real Sentiments in his Latin, 
Works, when he expreſsly affirms, after Grotius, that a future 
State was a private eſoteric Doctrine, not imparted to the _ 
of the People ? Or ſhould we not rather think, that he himſelf 
had a two-fold manner of teaching, like his antient Jews ? Or 
at leaſt, was various and inconſtant ? Let the Doctor take 
which Solution he likes. beſt. ; No, he will take neither ; but 
ſeriouſly affirms, the good Biſhop was conſiſtent throughout. 
We ſhould be hardly thought ſerious, if we ſet ourſelves for- 
mally to prove that teaching privately and ſecretly to'a few, 
and openly and publickly to al was one and the ſame Thing. 
But if the Doctor will needs have his Biſhop conſiſtent, he 

muſt of courſe eſpouſe what he borrows from Grotius, and will 
be anſwerable for the Conſequences. / . 

By his Leave then I will propoſe the following Queries to his 
Conſideration. | fix; 

1ſt, The Biſhop affirms, that a future State was one of : 
hidden Myſteries of the Law, and was daubrfully and ambiguouſ/ly 
revealed by Mz/zs. But why was this Doctrine ambiguou/ſy and 
myſteriouſly expreſſed, if it was neceſſary to be known and un- 
derſtood by the. meaneſt of the People, as being the great 
Foundation and Support of the Religion of thoſe Times? 

2d, Since his Lordſhip aſſerts that this was a private and 
eſoteric Doctrine, he muſt of courſe maintain, that it was ſe- 
creted from ſome Part of the People. But why was a Doctrine, 
neceſſary to be known and underſtood by all, ſecreted from 
any ? ; 

3d, If we aſk from whom it was ſecreted ; he muſt ſay, from 
the meaneſt and loweſt of the People. But what Proviſion then 
was made for the feces Romuli; or how was Religion to be 
ſupported among the groſs and unthinking Multitude * Had 
the more liberal and knowing Sort of the Jews more. Need 
and Occaſion for this Doctrine than the Vulgar and Illiterate ? 

4th, What, after all, was the real Incapacity and Defect, 
which made the lower Sort of the Jews unable to bear the Doc- 
trine of a future State? | 


H 3 5th, It 
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ference between him and Mr. W. is not ſo great as. 
may be imagined. | | | £119 

The better to judge of this, let us attend to two 
of Mr. V.'s principal Aﬀertions.. 
1. He ſuppoſes that the great End and Deſgn of 
the Jewiſh Diſpenſation was to preſerve the Memory 
of the one true God, amidſt a World over-run 
with Polytheiſm and Idolatry. A Defgn, according 
to him, worthy the divine Interpoſition, and be: 
coming, the Wiſdom and Goodneſs of God. 8 
2. He ſuppoſes that the extraordinary Providence 
exerciſed under the Law was ſufficient for this Pur- 


poſe, or was an adequate and proper Means of at- 
taining this End. Foy vg 
Now theſe two Points have been ſtrenuouſſy aſ- 
ſerted by the Doctor, in his Anſwer to Chriſtianity 
is old as the Creation, p. 56. he affirms, © That 
. 5 the Knowledge of the true God, and 
& his Worſhip among the {/rgelites** was an End 
worthy the divine Interpoſition, or becoming 
&« the Wiſdom and Goodneſs of Providence.“ 

P. 58. he fays, It is no hard Matter to under- 
„ ſtand how thoſe ſhould be reſcued from the gene- 
* ral Corruption,” (or enabled to retain the No- 
tion of the Unity,) ** who were under the imme- 
4 diate Direction of God, who manifeſted himſelf 
to them by the Voice of his Prophets; and by 
0 a great Variety of extraordinary and uncommon 


th, It is affirmed by the Biſhop, that 5o/y and excellent 
Men under the Law would have lived and died /i4#e Swwine, if 
they had not had the Proſpe&t and Expectation of a future 
State. Would not every Jew likewiſe, whether holy or unholy, 
have lived and died I a Swine without the ſame Proſpe& ? 
If they would, why was the Knowledge of a future State 
concealed from any one? | 


"6 Events, 
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« Events, gave them inconteſtable Evidence of his 
« Preſence among them.“ | | 
Has not the Doctor therefore affirmed, 1, that 
the End propoſed was worthy the divine Interpoſi- 
tion; 2d, that the Means employed were ſufficient 


for attaining this End ? He has therefore aſſerted 


the two Points which conſtitute the main Argument 
of the D. L. | T7 

The great and popular Objection to this Argu- 
ment, is, that a religions Syſtem, which contains 
not the Doctrine of a future State, or does not re- 
veal the chief Good and Happineſs of Man, can an- 
ſwer no End or Purpoſe worthy the Interpoſition of 
God. But here Dr. Steþbivg turns Advocate for the 
Argument of the D. L. and affirms, that an End, 
worthy the divine Interpoſition, might be effected 
and accompliſhed by a mere temparal Diſpenſation, 
or by the preſent Rewards and Puniſhments that 
were adminiſtered under the Law. 9 Mtg 

But I have not yet done with the Doctor's Syſ- 
tem. 9 | | | 
It is affirmed by the Deiſts, af, that the Fews 
were not under a divine Diſpenſation, becauſe they 
2 not in Poſſeſſion of the Doctrine of a future 

tate. f 
2d. That the extraordinary Providence, repre- 
ſented in the Old Teſtament, was not really admi- 
niſtered. | | 

In Oppoſition to. this Nr. Ssebbing contends, iſt, 
that the Jews had the Knowledge of a future 
State. | 
2d. That an extraordinary Providence was actu- 
ally exerciſed and diſpenſed under the Law. 

But does he not perceive, that by aſſerting 
his firſt Point, he puts the Deiſts in full Poſſeſſion 
of their ſecond? For if theFews had the Knowledge of 
another Life, or any I Perſuaſion and Relief 
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of a Futurity, he himſelf owns that an extraordi- 
nary Providence would not be neceflary. 12 

There ſeems therefore to be no Connection nor 
Harmony between the two grand Principles of the 
Doctor's Syſtem; which, certainly, was in great 
Confuſion long before the Publication of the Divine: 
Legation, altho he has been pleaſed to accuſe the 
Author of that Book for putting the common Syl-, 
tem into this Condition. There muſt be ſomething, 
then, ſtrangely aukward in the common Poſture of De- 


fence, which thus leaves the great Maſter of the Science 


naked and open to the Attacks of his Adverſary: 
For if the Doctor will aſſert againſt the Deiſts, that 
the Jews had the Knowledge of a future State, he 
muſt agree with them in aſſerting, that the Scrip- 
ture Repreſentation of an extraordinary Providence 
18 falſe and groundleſs. 2 

He plainly ſuppoſes, that an extraordinary Pro- 
vidence was neceſſary only, while the Doctrine of 
a future State was not clearly and diſtinctly 'reveal- 
ed. The Conſequence is, that he muſt either 
agree with the Author of the D. L. in aſſerting, 
that this Doctrine was not known under the Law; 
or muſt agree with the Deiſt in aſſerting, that the 
Scripture Repreſentation of an extraordinary Provi- 
dence is nothing but a pure Fiction. 

Take the Argument in another Light. The 
Doctor contends, that an extraordinary Provi- 
denee is actually repreſented in Scripture to have 
been adminiſtered. Now as he owns this to be 
a Scripture Doctrine, he will be obliged to defend 
it againſt Libertines and Unbelievers. But then 
he admits, that it can only be defended upon 


the Suppoſition that the Jets had not the Know- 
ledge of a future State. He owns therefore, that 


the Principles of the D. L. are ſo far from being 
pernicious and hurtful to the Cauſe of revealed Re- 


ligion, 
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ligion, that he makes them even neceſſary and eſ- 


ſential to a proper and rational Defence of it. 
And now let us recollect, to what the Doctor's 


Conceſſions in the preſent Argument will amount. 


1ſt, He allows that the Notion of an extraordi- 
nary Providence is a Scripture Doctrine, and is to 
be defended againſt the Objections of Libertines and 
Unbelievers. Fas 5 . 
2d, He owns, that the Principle of the D. IL. 
is ſufficient for this Purpoſe, or that it will ſupport 
the Truth and Reality of this extraordinary Diſpen- 
ſation againſt the Objections above- mention d. 
34d, He confeſſes, that the Truth and Reality of 
this Diſpenſation cannot be ſupported unleſs you 
adopt this Principfſe. J's 
Does not he himſelf, therefore, direct us to aſſume 
the new Poſture of Defence, in order to eftabliſh 
the Truth and Reality of this extraordinary Pro- 
vidence? F 
There is another Objection to the Doctor's Syſ. 
tem. * 3 Tov dn 
The great Principle upon which he in his 
Pam againſt * 2 L. is, That the Docdtine 
of a future State is a fundamental and neceſſary Part 
of the Jewiſh Religion. Ek n 
But all Proteſtants hold this in common, that ne- 
ceſſary and fundamental Doctrines ought to be plain- 
ly and clearly revealed, ſo as to lie level and open 
to the meaneſt and loweſt Underftanding. | 
The Deiſts, therefore, will be thus apt to expoſ- 
tulate, You pretend, that a future State is a funda- 
mental and neceſſary Part of the Zewif Religion.— 
You pretend too, that all fundamental and nece 
Doctrines are plainly and clearly revealed. It wall 
therefore be incumbent on you to ſhew, that this No- 
tion of a future State was plainly and clearly revealed 
in the Books of Moſes, and delivered in fo perſpicu- 
ous 
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ous a Manner, as to be obvious to a carnal, worldly. 
minded Few. Otherwiſe you muſt allow, that the 
Moſaic Religion is chargeable'with an Imperfection 
and Defect, which cannot belong to any of God's 
Revelations.? - pk Lov | 
Now, ſince the Doctor contends, in his polemic 


Works, that a future State was not clearly and dif- 


tinctly revealed at the Time in queſtion, he will hardly 
be able to acquit himſelf n this Objection. 
A full, open, and accurate Revelation of this 
Doctrine will appear to have been more particularly 
needful, if we conſider the real Character and Cir- 
camſtances of the Jewiſh People at this Period, as 
they are repreſented by our ableſt Writers. 
»Iis the Language of Divines in general, that tb 
Groffe/s of their Underſtandings difabled them from 
ſupplying any Thing which was not expre/s/y com. 


 Mmanded in the Law. Now if the Dulneſs and Stu- 


pidity of the People required that every minute Par. 
licular ſhould be plainly and expreſsly mentioned; 
one would imagine, that a future State, the moſt 
neceſſary and important of all Doctrines, ſhould 
have been plainly and expreſoly mentioned too. | 

To this Divines add, that the Fews were ex 
tremely carnal and worldly-minded, and not at all 
diſpoſed to raiſe and elevate their Thoughts above 
the Conſideration of the preſent Life. Now a People 
thus groſly inclined would not be able to fee and 
diſcern the Doctrine of a future State, unleſs it was 
delivered in the moft plain and obvious Terms: 
Dark, myftical, and figurative Repreſentations of a 


future State (ſuch as occur in the Pentateuch) would 


amount to much the ſame Thing as no Repreſen- 
tation at all. | 3 

The Deiſts object, that the frequent Repetitions in 
the Law are needleſs and jejune. To this our Di- 


vines reply, A People of an — 
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c reſtleſs Diſpaſition, prone to Fargetfulneſs of the 
«© moſt awakening Mercies and Providences, and 
„ going now to ſettle in a Neighbourhood where 
they would be ſurrounded with the utmoſt Temp- 
« tations and Allurements to falſe Religion, and 
« Apoſtacy from the Laws and Worſhip of the true 
„Cod, could never be too often reminded of their 
“Obligations; but on the contrary, wanted the 
« moſt frequent Inculcations of the Particulars of 
* their Duty, and of the Arguments that were moſt 
e prefling to Obedience,” * | | 

If a frequent Inculcation of the Arguments moſt 
preſſing to Obedience was neceſſary, this would lead 
one to conclude, that the Doctrine of another Life 
ought to have been frequently inculcated in. theſe 
Books. And how could this Argument have been 
properly impreſſed upon ſuch a People, but by. 
plain and explicit Declarations of future Rewards 
and Puniſhments? | 

Some late Writers have affirmed, that the Light af 
Revelation was almoſt extinct among the Iraclites in 
the Time of Moſes ; and that only ſome faint Rem- 
nants and dying Flames of the patriarchal Religion- 
were exifting at that Seaſon, Weare told, that this 
People had been long ſinking into the Superſtitions 
and Idolatry, as well as into the Bondage of the 
Ezvptians, and, at that Time, remembered ſo little 
of God's Revelatians to. their Forefathers, that they 
knew nothing even of his Nature and Attributes.T 


| Now, 

* P;le on Deuteronomy.---Critical and pradical Expoſition, &c. 
+ According to the learned Mr. Shuckford, Mofes himſelf was 
ſo far from being perfectly acquainted with the Revelations made 
by God to his Fore-fathers, that he would not have been able to 


form true and proper Notions of the divine Being, had he not 
been favoured wich a particular Revelation. for this Purpoſe, 


v. 2. p. 383. 
F I hall 
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Now, if this was the Caſe, a plain, open, and ex- 
plicit Revelation of a future State would have been 
highly ſeaſonable and expedient, or, rather, abſo- 
lutely neceſſary, had it been intended by Providence 
to be the great Foundation and Support of the Re- 
ligion of thoſe Times. For the Writers laſt quoted 
— . ſuppoſe, that the Notion of a Reſtitution and 
Redemption from the Curſe of the Fall, was expir- 
ing and near loſt at this Period. 7 | 

According to them, the great End of the Moſaic 
Inſtitution was to revive the Wen and Memo- 
ry of the Promiſes made to the 


atriarchs, and 
to acquaint the Jfraelites with the great Bleſſi 
and Advantages which were to be derived from 
one of the Deſcendants of Abrabam. And how 
could this End be effectuated, but by placing the 
Patriarchal Revelations in a full, open, and diſtinct 
Light? 
| 25 us here then recollect how the Argument 

ſtands. Dr. St. affirms, that a future State was a ne- 
ceſſary and fundamental Article of the Jeiſb Religi- 


J ſhall not 5 to ſay, that Mſes was ſo wretchedly igno- 
rant as ſuch Writers here repreſent him; I would only ob- 
ſerve, that, even according to our moſt orthodox Divines, the 
Body of the //-aelites at this Time had loſt all Memory and No- 
tion of the Revelations made to their Forefathers. | 

Calmet, ſpeaking of the //rae/rtes of this Age, ſays, Nourris 
depuis long-tems dans un pays corrompu & idolatre, abbatus par a 
rudes travaux, abbrutis par une longue ſervitude, ils avvorent dn 
ſentimens proportiorinez a la baſſeſſe de cette education. L'Oppreſſin 
dans laguelle ils gemiſſoient leur avoit preſque fait oublier la Reli- 
gion de leurs ancetres; il 5'ttoient Jaife aller, a la Religion d- 
minante, ils y avoient pris gout, elle etoit proportionnee a lew 
genie, elle btoit conforme à leur inclination, L'on doit faire atten- 
tion à tout cela pour bien entrer dans le deſſtin de Moiſe ; il a duſje 
rabbaiſſer à la groſſierett de ce peuple, & avoir quelque tgard a 
fes prejuges; il afalu ſuppleer a ce qui mangquoit a ſon education; 
lui lappeller dans Veſprit les promeſſes faites a ſes peres, &c. 
Preface ſur le Pentateuque, p. 10. 1 

See too Waggenſeil, v. 1. p. 582, 3. Car. Lip. conf. 


On. 
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on.—As a good Proteſtant, he affirms too, that all 
fundamental and neceſſary Doctrines ought to be 
fully and plainly revealed: And certain Circum- 
ſtances ariſing from the peculiar Genius and Situa- 
tion of the I/raelites made ſuch a Revelation more 
peculiarly needful at this Time. And yet, after all, 
the Doctor aſſerts, that it was not clearly and diſ- 
tinctly revealed by Moſes. | | 

How then will he ſatisfy the Deiſts, when they 
aſk, why it was not clearly and diſtinctly revealed? 
It has been obſerved too, that ſome of our beſt 
and ableſt Writers agree in aſſerting, that the Doc- 
trine of a future State was not ſufficiently manifeſted 
and revealed by Moſes; that nothing but dark, 
. myſtical, and cenigmatical Repreſentations of an- 
other Life, far above the Reach and Capacity of the 
common People, were delivered by him. How 
then ſhall we account for this Circumſtance, if we go 
upon the common Suppoſition, that this Doctrine 
was the great Foundation and Support of the Re- 
ligion of thoſe Times? 1 

Let us now examine a few of the Paſſages which 
have been produced to ſhew, that the Doctrine was 
revealed in the Books of Moſes. | 

If we call upon Dr. S/ebbixg to ſpecify and point 
out the Paſſages in which it is revealed, he refers 
us to the Abrabamic Covenant, recorded in the Book 
of Genefis.— | 

Behold my Covenant is with thee, and thou ſhalt be 
a Father of many Nations, and I will make thee ex- 
ceeding fruitful ; and 1 will make Nations of thee, and 
Kings ſhall come out of thee; and I will eſtabliſh my 
Covenant between me and thee, and thy Seed after 
thee in their Generations, for an everlaſting Covenant, 
to be a God unto thee, and to thy Seed after thee. And 
Iwill give unto thee, and to thy Seed after thee, ihe 
Land wherein thou art a Stranger, all the Land of 


Canaan, 


73 1 
| 2 4,6, c. Since Ar Ree 6f 
_ #be Myſtery of Readempiion in the 1, we diſeern 
indeed, without och Difficulty, that it was im- 
plied in this Covenant. But this is nothing to the Pur. 
_ The Queſtion is, whether it was ſo plainly and 
clearly revealed in Gengis as to lie open to the Obſer- 
vation and Notice of the 7#aelites in the Time of 
Moſes. | 
Tue Covenant contains a plain and evident Pro- 
miſe of ſome great Bleſſing; but fays not one Werd 
of a Redemption and Reftoration from the Curſe of 
the Fall. It is allowed by Writers of the firſt Di 
tinction, ſuch as Epiſcopius and Limborch, that they 
contain the Promiſe of this Bleſſing only in a ſpiri. 
tual, \ ſecondary, and myſtical Senſe. 

It will then probably be admitted, that the Doc 
trine of the Redemption was nſtically conveyed undet 
theſe Words, which, in their primary and literal 
Senſe, promiſe only temporal Blefſings. But will 
any one ſay, the antient es had ſuch quick and 
piercing Apprehenſions, that they were able to pe- 
netrate into the deep and myſtical Senſes of the anti. 
ent Prophecies? Dr. Stebbing himſelf affirms, that 
the. ſpiritual Meaning of the typical and ſecondary 
Prophecies was not, and even could not he perceived 
and underſtood by the antient Jes.“ 

Thus the Doctor refers us {as à Proof that the 
early Jeus had the Doctrine of a future State) to 
the Covenant made with Abraham, which Covenant 
contains the Doctrine of Redemption only in a my 
tical, figurative, and ſecondary Senſe: And thi 

He affirms, that the Types and ſecondary Prophecies com 
tain “certain Points relating to the future (Chriſtian) Diſper- 
*« ſation, Which it was the Intention of Providence to conceal til 
the Age of that Diſpenſation ſhould come.” Hiſtory of Abra- 
ham, p. 64. | Keul 
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Senſe he himſelf aſſures us, wis unknown to the 
Body or Generality of the Fewiſþ People - 
It has been alledged, that God revealed the Doe: 
trine of a future State, when he declared himſelf 
the God of Abrabam, Tſaac and. Jurob, after the 
were dead. Our Saviour's Interpretation of the 
Words is ſuppoſed to ſtrengthen and confirm this 
Notion. Matt. * 3 : v8 i | 
But to bring theſe Texts home to the Purpoſe, it 
muſt be Senn, that the Senſe Jeſus gave to the 
Words of Moſes was the Senſe the early Jews pat 
upon it. Se far from that, it appears that the 
Jews, with whom Ih was here converſing, thought 
of no ſuch Senſe. For as Mr. V. truly obſerves, it 
* has all the Marks of a #ew Argument, untnoten 
« to the Phariſees; and indeed both the Digmiy of 
« our Lord's Character, and the Impreſion he would 
make on his Oppoſers, ſeem'd to require it. Ac- 
„ cordingly we find them ſtruck dumb; and be 
« Multitude that heard this, aſtoniſhed at his Dottrine. 
« But would either have been ſo affected with an 
*« old Argument, long hacknied in the Schools ot 
* Synagogues of the Phariſees? Div. Leg. v. 2. 
p. 571. 18 Edit.“ | | | 
It has been alledged too, that Bleſſings were pro- 
miſed to the Righteous in the Books of Moſes in 
very comprehenſive and general Terms, which muſt 


* « Where is this Covenant of everlaſting Life to be found? 
Not in the Prophets, nor in the Writings of Maſes; except it 
i« be in the Abrahanic Covenant.” Examination, p. 114. i 


+ * From the Words of Moſes cited by our Saviour, the 
Doctrine ofa future State may as clearly be deduced as from 
* any one ſingle Text which can be produced out of any one 
of the Prophets.” Jortin's Remarks on Eecleſ. Hiſt. p. 261. 

But if this be true, and that the preſent Text conveys as plain 
and clear Intimations of a future State as any Paſſage in the 
Prophets, it will be to no Purpoſe to look for any plain Reve- 
lation of this Doctrine in the Writings of the Prophets. 


be 
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be ſuppoſed to include future Happineſs as well ag 
preſent. Thus God declares to Abraham, ** I am 
„ thy Shield, and thy exceeding great Reward.” 
Gengſis xv. 1. | | 

I ſhall make no Scruple to acknowledge that theſe 
Words, in the Intention and Defign of Providence, 
did comprehend the Promiſe of future and ſpiritual - 
Bleflings, as well as preſent and temporal : But one 
can hardly think the 7eus could underſtand them 
in any other than a temporal Senſe. This ſeems to 
have been the Opinion of the late Biſhop Bull. 
Promiſſa autem hæc typica & generalia, non addita 
aliunde interpretatione, pene impoſſibile erat, ut quis 
ito ſenſu intelligeret. Fieri vix potuit, ut quis ge- 
neralia iſta promiſſa aliter quam ut cumulum bonorum 
ſpecialium continentia inteliigeret, aut ultra vitæ hujus 
ſpatium extenderet. Harmonia Apoſtolica, C. x. 
Set. 8. | 

Dr, S/ebbing ſeems to triumph greatly in the fol- 
lowing Paſſage, Search the Scriptures, for in 
«© them ye 7hink ye have eternal Life, and they are 
< they which teſtify of me.” John v. 39. 
According to Mr. Warburton, this Doctrine is to 
be aſſigned to the Jets, and not to Feſus ; for all 
we can collect from the preſent Text, is, that the 
Zews believed they had eternal Life in their Scrip- 
tures, Now this, he adds, could not be a true 
Doctrine, ſince it would make the Miſſion of 
&« Feſus entirely vain, as being ſuperſeded by that 
« of Moſes.” In order to ſtrengthen and confirm 
this Interpretation, I muſt obſerve, that theſe 
Words are addreſſed to the Phariſees, who pretend- 
ed that the Promiſe of eternal Life was made by 


the Law.* How ſuch a Suppoſition, according 


»» Quia vos putatis in ipſis vitam habere zternam. tian 
plus quo illis tribuitis. Exiſtimatis enim legis pracepta HOT 
ibu 
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to the Doctor's own Reaſoning, would make the 
Goſpel ſuperfluous, and unneceſſary. He muſt af- 
firm therefore, with the Author of the D. L. that 
our Saviour did not ſuppoſe, with the Phariſees, that 
they had eternal Life by the Law. * 
However, the Dockor infers from hence, that the 
Notion of a future State was revealed to the Fes: 
It has often been alledged in Support of this Doc- 
trine, and the Streſs of the Argument has common- 
ly been laid on the following Words, In them ye 
« think ye have eternal Life” But the Doctor 
now chuſes to abandon the old Poſture of Defence, 
and reſts his Argument on theſe Words, And 
ce they are they which teſtify of us.” Our Saviour, 
according to the Doctor, - appeals to the Scriptures 
as teſtifying that he was the Author of eterrial Life. 
“ Could the Scriptures (fays he) teſtify that eternal 
« Life was to be had in Chriſt, if they contained not 
« the Promiſe of eternal Life; is not ſaying, that 
« eternal Life is to be had in Chriſt 77/e/f a Pro- 
« miſe of eternal Life.” Examination, p. 93: 


tibus promitti vitam æternam atque ita directe eam witam illi 
libris contineri. Nota nom cum Sadducais; ſed cum Phariſæis hic 
rem eſſe, qui legem voc abant fontem vitæ, & de vita æterna acci- 
piebant locum. Deuteronomii xxxii. 47. 

Epiſcopius too obſerves upon this Paſſage in the following Man- 
ner: At inguam, Hoc non eft adferre claram promi ſſionem, de qua 
guæritur, SED TANTUM OPINIONEM JUD&ORUM; & opinionent 
guidem, quam a Chriſto probari iſto in loco non uſquequaque certum eft. 
Muſculus in locum illum annotat hæc verba; ecce populus Judez- 
orum zelo dei præditus, opinione acquiſitæ vitæ zternz falſus 
eſt. Non dicit, quin vitam æternam in illis habetis: Sed; quia 
VIDEMINI VOBIS vitam æternam in illis habere. Maldonatus in 
eundem locum uli verba ifla eſſe verba reprebendentis, hoc ſenſu, 
vos in illis veteribus ſcripturis ita inhæretis, ut nibil, quod in 
illis eſt, abrogandum putetis, & vos illarum cœremoniarum ob - 
ſervatione, vitam æternam conſecuturos, ſed non recte; quaſi 
dicat, vos quidem ita ſentitis, £60, ET QUI VERA SENTIUNTy 
NON ITA SENTIMUS. v. 2. P. 2. pag. 304. 
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11141 
It will de allowed, that the Scriptures teſtify of 
Chriſt, or ſpeak of a certain Deliverance to be 
ured, and a certain Kingdom to be erected by 
(434 It will be allowed too, that this was a ſpiri- 
tual Deliverance or Reſtoration from the Curſe of 
the Fall ; and that the Privileges and Advantages 


of this Kingdom were ſpiritual and future, or a State 


of eternal Happineſs in Heaven. But then, the 
preſent Biſhop of London tells us, that the Scrip- 
tures. of the Old Teſtament did not ſpecify and 
point out the yy Nature of this Deliverance, or 
clearly manifeſt and reveal the particular Properties 
and Conſtitution of this Kingdom, or nakedly and o- 
nly expoſe the ſpiritual Privileges and Advantages 
longing to it. On the contrary, he ſays, the peculiar 
and ſpecific Nature of this Kingdom was ſo far from 
being opened. and diſcloſed in the Books of Moſes 
and the Prophets, that, ſpiritual Bleſſings were veiled, 
and myſtically conveyed under the Image or Em: 
blem of temporal and carnal Promiſes. The Queſ- 
tion then will be, whether the antient Jews 
ceived and underſtood the ſpiritual Privileges and 
Advantages promiſed in the Old Teſtament, under 
the Repreſentation and Cover of temporal and pre. 
ſent Bleſſings; or, in other Words, whether they 
were ſharp and ſagacious enough to penetrate and 
ſee into the 37 Senſe of the typical and ſecond- 
ary Prophecies. And here, luckily, Dr. Szebbing 
himſelf has determined this Point for us, and de- 
clared, in this very Controverſy, that the ſpiritual 
Senſe of ſuch Prophecies was not, and could not be 
diſcovered by the antient Jews. 
It is not therefore enough that the Doctor hath 
ſhewn, that the Scriptures teſtify of our Saviour, 
or foretel his Kingdom; For they might do this 
without explaining the preciſe and Hecific Na- 
ture of this Kingdom, that is, the ſpiritual * 
. 1 | | ings 
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ſings and Adyantages annexed to the new Caye- 
nant. And this the Doctor himſelf muſt allow; 
fince he has afferted that to prefigure and inform are 
very ſeparate and diſtin P and has aſſerte 
likewiſe, that the ſpiritual Senſe of the typical and 
ſecondary Prophecies was a perfect Secret to the 
antient Jews, © 3 ee: LE 

I have no Occaſion to examine the athet Paſlages 
produced by the Doctor, fince my preſent Argu- 
ment requires me to prove no more, than that the 
Notion of a future State was not clearly and diſtinct- 
ly revealed in the Books of Aces. And this, 1 
think, I have done; not only by the Aſſertions of 
the beſt and ableſt Proteſtant Writers, but by the 
Confeſſion of Mr. Weis Adverfaries themſelves, 
particularly Dr. Stelling, who has owned it in his 

emic Works, in his Bayle's Lectures, and in hip 
amphlets againſt the Div. Leg.F en 

Here then, with the utmoſt Serzo! ſneſs, I would 
alk him, whether he can forhear ſuſpecting that 

It does not follow, that becayſe a Thing is profigures, 
therefore it muſt. be ſcen and angerffood at the Time when, it ũ 
te prefigured. The Lawof Moſes was given to the eu, an 
« did prefigure the Goſpel in many of its Appointments ; which 
« yet neither was, ar could be anderfocd, till, the Goſpel 
« State was introduced, when the Re/emblance was made to ape 
« pear,” Appendix to Examinatian, P. 150, 161. =» 

+ In his Examination he affirms, that Moſes, in the four 
Books of the Pentateuch, ſays nothing but what relates to tf 
temporal Covenant. And he owns too, that in the firſt Book 
he yon only ſome few diftant Hint of a future State, 
5 in bis Boyle's Lectures he declares, © That we meet with 19 
ching expreſs concerning a future State, till after My/er, 

* Solomon plainly ſays, 7 he Du all return to the Earth; as ir 
„ Was, 2 the Spirit ſhall return to Gau nvho game it. Eeeleſ. 

I ſhall — here examine his Interpretation of this Paſſage. 
He allows every Thing that is neceſſary for my preſent Purpole, 
as he allows that the Promiſe of a future State was not plainly 
and expreſsly revealed by . 
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L416 1 
the Writers againſt the D. L. have laid down ſuch 
Principles as will greatly hurt the Credit and 
Authority of the Moſaic Revelation, and ex- 

ſe it to the Contempt of Libertines and Unbe- 

ievers. Fheſe Anſwerers affirm, that a future 
State muſt be a fundamental and neceſſary Part of 
every Religion that comes from God: They af- 
firm too, that fundamental and neceſſary Articles 
ought to be plainly and clearly revealed. And yet 
they will never dare to affirm, that a future State 
was clearly and plainly revealed in the Pentateuch: 
What is this then but giving up the Truth and Di- 
vinity of the Moſaic Religion? 3 
To this, perhaps, it may be replied, that faint, 
imperfect, and obſcure Repreſentations of a future 
State, were beſt ſuited and proportioned to that Age 
and Seaſon of the World. I anſwer, a Doctrine 
neceſſary to be known at all Times ought to be plainly 
and clearly revealed at all Times; or to be delivered 
in ſuch a Manner, as to lie level to the Capacity of 
the meaneſt Underſtandings : So that, he who ſays, 
there was no Need for a future State to be clearly 
and diſtinctly revealed at this Time, muſt ſay too, 
there was no Need it ſhould be known to this People; 
which is giving up the whole Cauſe. 

It has been ſaid, there was no Occaſion for this 
Doctrine to be plainly revealed in the Pentateuch 
that a ſlight and diſtant Notice of it were ſuffici- 
ent, ſince it was propagated and handed down 
to the Jraelites from their Fore-fathers, by conſtant, 
uninterrupted Tradition. And this is the Opinion of 
Dr. Steb. who ſeems to think there was no particular 


Neceſſity for Moſes to record this Notion, while hisPeo+ 


ple had ſo able and fafe a Guide as TRADITION to 
truſt unto.“ ift, 


* Upon Suppoſition that the antient Faith fill ſubſiſted 


among them in its full Vigour, it was much more natural for 
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it. In virtue of this Reaſoning, he leaves the 


Jews in full Poſſeſſion of the Doctrine of a future 
State. And then what Occaſion for the Exerciſe of 
an extraordinary Providence, ſince he himſelf de- 
clares, that ſuch a Diſpenſation was only neceſſary 
in order to ſupply the Want of this Doctrine? 

2d. Would it not greatly ennoble the Efficacy of 
the Popiſh Tradition to ſuppoſe, that a religious Ar- 
ticle of ſo great Moment and Importance might be 
ſafely conveyed by it? It would ſurely be aſſigning 
it a greater Degree of Weight and Force than we 
are willing to allow in our Controverſies with the 
Papiſts on this Subject. AY 2 

The Diſpute between us and the Church of Rome, 
is, whether Tradition be a ſafe and proper Method 
of conveying religious Truths. Father Simon, in 
Support of the Affirmative, has thought fit to ap- 
peal to what he, and Dr. Stebbing, calls a Fact, namely, 
that the Notion of the Reſurrection and a future State 
werepreſerved in the Fewiſp Church, by the ſole 
Power of Tradition, and no otherwiſe; theſe Doc- 
trines, in the Opinion of the learned Father, not 
being to be found in the Old Teſtament. Hence 


him to give thoſe few diſtant Hints which he has given, than 
*« needful tor him to ſay more.” Examination, p. 37. 

He tells us, © That the Foot, upon which Mo/es left it, was 
© the common, national TRADITION.“ 118. | 

] ſhould therefore think, that the Doctrine of the Reſurrection 
was the antient, TRADITIONAL Interpretation of the Abraha- 
** zzic Covenant, conſtantly preſerved and believed, ix sou 
* SHAPE OR OTHER, in the Jeu Church. 's 114. 

This antient, traditional Inter pretation of the Abrahamic Cu- 
denant, which conflantly preſerved a future State among ft the Jews 
in ſome Shape or other, will poſſibly remind the leſs ſaturnine 
Reader, of Lord Peter's Speech to his Brothers about the © Nun- 
** cupatory Will, which was founded on their N Fellow 
„ ſay, when they were Boys, that he heard their Father's Man 
„lay, that he heard their Father ſay, that he would adviſe his 
Sons to get Gold Lace to their Coats, as ſoon as ever they 
could procure Money to buy it.” 
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he infers, that Thadition is a proper and effectual 


Method of conveying religious Truths. Now if the 
Doctor agrees with Father Simon in this, that a fu- 


ture State was preſerved in the Jewiſh Church by 


Tradition, how will he be able to prove, againſt the 
Church of Rome, that Tradition is not a ſafe and fit 


Vehicle for conveying religious Truths? If he dif- 


fents from Father Simon's Concluſion, I muſt then 
beg Leave to aſk, why a Doctrine of ſo great Mo- 
ment was intruſted and left to fo very treache-» 


rous and uncertain a Conveyance as that of Tradi- 


tion? For he himfelf allows it to be a Notion of the 
higheſt Uſe and Importance, fince he contends that 
Religion would not have been able to ſubſiſt without 


it: And particularly, why it was thus intruſted, | 


when it was to be conveyed to fo ſtupid, groſs, and 
carnal a People as the Jews, who were not diſpoſed 
to trouble and concern themſelves with any but the 
Things of this World? 

But here lies the Joke: The Jets were fo ſtupid 
and carnal-minded a People, that a future State de- 
hvered to them by the written Word, was altogether 
unſuited to their Underftandings ; But a Hint was 
enough to perpetuate the Notion, when conveyed 
upon the Sun-beam of Tradition. | | 

But the Doctor will, at all Hazards, ſupport his 
Point againſt the Div. Leg. and this forces him to 
give up the Notion of an extraordinary Providence, 


tho? he finds it in his Bible; and to contend for the 


Virtue of Tradition, tho' he knows it ſmacks ſtrongly 
-of Popery. | 
3d. Would it not become the Doctor to attend to 
the real State of the Queſtion ? The Deifts aſk, why 
the Promiſe of a future State was not clearly and diſ- 
tinctly revealed in the Books of Moſes ? The Doc- 
tor anſwers, that a plain, open, and explicite Re- 
velation of this Doctrine was not neceflary, hes 
ne 


, * * 1 - 
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the People were already in Poſſeſſion of it, as the 
common, traditionary Expoſition of the Abrabamic 
Covenant. But how will the Doctor be able to 


fatisfy the Deiſts, that the Maelites at this Time 


had ſuch a common, traditionary Expoſition of this 
Covenant ? | | 

It were greatly to be wiſhed,* that the Patrons of 
the common Syſtem would look carefully into the 


In the preceding Remarks I have obſerved, that the Doe · 
trine of another Life was not clearly and diſtinctly revealed, or 
expreſsly and explicitly mentioned in the Books of M. Here 
then it may not be improper or unſeaſonable to addreſs an Ob- 
ly or two to the Conſideration of the Author of tbe E/ay 
on Virtue. | 15 ? 

The great Point aſſerted by this learned Writer, is, that fu- 
ture Rewards and Puniſhments were as ſtrictly and properly the 
SanQtions of the Law, as temporal. I have no Deſign at pre- 
ſent to diſpute whether they were or no; but will give him an 
Opportunity of explaining his Syſtem to more Advantage, by 
removing ſome Difficulties which ſeem to lie in his Way. 

It is an excellent Obſervation of Mr. Lecke's, that a Law 
requires the p/aine/t and directeſt Words,” Reaſonableneſs of 
Chriſtianity, p. 8. 6th Ed.) or that the Rewards and Puniſh- 
ments annexed to it, ſhould be delivered in the moſt plain, 
open, and explicite Terms. ' 

Biſhop Ball, ſpeaking of the very ſame Point, ſays, Promiſſa, 
præſertim Fœderi annexa, debent fe clara ac diſerta, & guſ- 
modi, ut ab utreque parte flipulante intelligi paſſint. Harmonia 
Apoſtolica. Diſſert. poſter. c. 10. ſ. 8. 

Had then future Rewards and Puniſhments been as ſtrictly 
and properly the Sanctions of the Law, as temporal, one would 
naturally expect, agreeable to the Principle advanced by theſe 
learned Writers, that the #r/ ſhould have been as expreſly and 
explicitly delivered in the Law as the 44, | . 

Let us reflect, that Syſtems of Law and Religion are de- 
ſigned for the Body of the People: And is it reaſonable or proper 
to leave the groſs unthinking Multitude to ſearch out the 
Sanctions of the Law and Religion, under which they live, by the 
Strength and Force of their own Reaſoning or Conjectures, with- 
out a particular Explanation, that may ſerve to point out and ſpe · 
cify he Rewards.and Puniſhments annexed to the Obſervance 


and Neglect of the political and religious Syſtems? Can Dr. 
I 4 
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Frwjfþ Inſtitution, and be well aſſured, that a fu- 

ture State is clearly and diſtinctly revealed in it, 
| before 


Rutterforth produce any Inſtance of a Law or a Religion, 
whoſe Sanctions are not laid down in the moſt circumſtantial, 
preciſe, and dire& Manner ? | 


There are ſome: particular Reaſons why the Notion of a 


future State ſhould have been clearly and diſtinctly revealed by 
Moſes, if it had been intended for the Sanction of the Law. 
Our beſt Divines tell us, that the Jeaus could not be left to 


themſelves with regard to the moſt minute Particulars, © For 


that the Groſſneſs of their Underſtandings diſabled them 
from ſupplying any Thing that was not expreſsly commanded 
* in the Law.” If fo, one would imagine, they were not to 


be left to themſelves, in ſo important a Point as the Sanction 


of their Religion; eſpecially if this Sanction was a future State, 
which was the leaſt likely of all Doctrines to be ſupplied by a 
People ſo groſs and carnal, and ſo ſtrongly attached to temporal 
and earthly Conſiderations. 276? 
The temporal Motives to Obedience are frequently inculcated, 
and ten repeated in the Law; and this, we are told, was ne- 
ceſſary, as the particular Temper, Situation, and Circumſtances 
of the Jewws required that they ſhould be conſtantly reminded 
of the Arguments moſt preſſing to Obedience. But would not 
this lead one to conclude, that ſpiritual and future Promiſes 
ſhould have been often inculcated and repeated too, if they had 
been the Sanction of the Law and Religion inſtituted by 
Moſes ? | | 
Upon the Suppoſition therefore that future Rewards and 
Puniſhments were as ſtricily and properly the Sanction of the 
Law, as temporal, I would deſire the Doctor to inform me, why 
the ft were not inforced by Moſes in as plain, poſitive, and 
preciſe a Manner as the laſt ? | 
Our ableſt Writers contend, that the Sanctions of a Law 
and Religion are to be delivered in the moſt plain and direct 
Terms. Common Senſe ſays the ſame Thing: And certain 
Circumſtances arifing from the peculiar Temper, Genius, and 
Situation of the Maelites, made ſuch an Eclairciſement or Ex- 
planation more particularly neceſſary at this Juncture. | 
If then the Doctor affirms, that future Rewards and Puniſh- 
ments were the Sanction of the Law, he brings upon himſelf the 
Neceſſity of proving, that they were plainly and explicitly re- 
vealed by Mee, or of pointing out the particular Paſſages in 
the Law, which declare that it is eſtabliſhed on the n 
| another 
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1211 
before they pretend that it is a neceſſary and eſſential 
Part of every Religion which comes 99 
7 Other- 


another Life. And this ſeems to be no eaſy Taſk, as ſome very 
able and acute Writers have ſearched for this Doctrine in the 
Law to no Purpoſe. Biſhop Bull, ſpeaking to this very Point, 
and aſſerting the Sanctions of the Law to be purely temporal, 
ſays, Si quis contra ſentiat, ejus eff locum dare, ubi æternæ vitæ 
promiſſio extat ; quod certe 1MPOsSIBILE eff, Har. Ap. Diller. 
poſter. c. 10. ſ. 8, 8 

Si ſpeciales promi ſſiones in feedere ipſo veteri expreſſe videantur, 
Fatendum eſt nullam vitæ æternæ promiſſionem diſertam in illis re- 
periri. Si quis contra ſentiat, ejus eft locum dare ubi illa extat; 
quod puto iuross181L E eſſe. 1 v. 1. p. 156. 

Now if Grotius, Epiſcopius, Biſhop Bull, Le Clerc, Curcellæus, 
Limborch, Sherlock, &c. could not diſcover the Promiſe of a 
future State in the Law as its proper Sanction ; one can hardly 
conceive that it was ſo clearly and diſtinaly revealed by Moſes, 
as to have been viſible and obvious to a carnal and worldly- 
minded Few. | 

Ve ſhall therefore keep my Statutes and my Judgments, 
*« which if a Man do he ſhall live in them.” Leviticus xviii. 5. 
Some Interpreters pretend, that eternal Life is here promiſed 
to the Doers of the Law. Upon this Le Clerc obſerves, Sed 
præter verba Moſis hoc eft, quem ſaltem ſemel & quidem perſpi- 
cue hoc dixiſſe oportuiſſet, ut poſſet bæc ejus explorata ſententia 
haberi, Res quidem certe tanti erat, nec a ſtupida plebe divinari 

terat. 

The Reaſoning of this and excellent Critic receives 
much Force upon the Suppoſition, that future Rewards and Pu- 
niſhments were the Sanction of the Fewi/b Inſtitution. Upon 
this Suppoſition they were Articles of the higheſt Moment and 
Importance, as they were the great Foundation and Support of 
the Religion of this People. They ought therefore to have been 
plainly and clearly revealed; eſpecially as ſo groſs, heavy, and 
carnal a People would be naturally diſpoſed to reſt in the bare 
Letter of the Law, or to look for and expect nothing more than 
a long and happy Life promiſed in the Land of Canaan. 

It is generally ſuppoſed, that the Promiſe of eternal Life is 
myſtically and typically couched under the Offer of long Life 
made to the Doers of the Law. Here then I would aſk Dr. 
Rutterforth, whether avy/lical and typical Repreſentations are a 
proper Method of conveying Laws, or ſuch DoQrines as are ne- 
ceſlary to be known and underſtood by the meaneſt and * 

| 9 
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[>], | 
Otherwiſe they will not only be in Danger of put. 
ting the Controverſy with the Deiſts upon fuch a 

| Footing, 
of the People? Can he produce any Inſtance of a Law or Re. 
ligion whoſe Sanctions were delivered under the Cover and Veil 


of Types and Emblems, unleſs amongſt the new diſcovered Iſlands 


of Pantagruel ? 

The Doctor ſpeaks of the Advocates of the Argument of the 
D. L. wich great Inſolence and Contempt, as being the Patron 
of a neao Doctrine. (Deter minatio quæſt. Theol.) | 

I ſhall not pretend to examine how far the * of any 
Notion may be a proper and convincing Proof of its Truth; 
but will only obſerve, that the Syſtem advanced by the Doctor 
in his E/ay, which ſuppoſes, that Life and Immortality were 
promiſed by the Law, will derive no great Credit and Authority 
from the Teſtimony of antient Writers. ? 

Hieranymus adwverſus Pelagium, qui dixerat regnum calorum in 
veteri teftamento repromitti, perſpicuum eſſe 7 Regnum cœ- 
lorum primum in Evangelio pradicari. | convenit illud 
Chry/oftomi, legens legem, legens prophetas, legens pſalterium, 
nunquam regnum ccelorum audivi niſi in Evangelio. 2aibus 
conſentit Auguftinus : Denique quod non temere dixerim, neſcio 
utrum quiſquam in illis libris inveniet nomen regni cœlorum, 
quod tam crebro nominat dominus. , 


Pactum in Sinai monte factum, quad & ſæpe legem — 


promi ſſa dicit habuiſſe terrena, & quidem terrena tantum. Gro- 
tius Matt. v. 19. 

But if the Reader would ſee this Point fully diſcuſſed, I muſt 
refer him to Jau, who has treated it at large, Reſpon/. ad Ju- 
Aicium Ravenſpergeri, c. 23. 


The learned Grotius refers to this Piece, as clearly proving, 


that, in the Opinion of many of the Antients, the Promiſes of 
the Law were purely temporal. ——7 emporalium rerum promifhi- 
ones teflamento veteri contineri, & ideo wetus teflamentum appel- 
lari; æternæ vero vitæ promiſſionem Regnumgque calorum ad 
novum pertinere teſiamentum : aliquid amplius a Cbriſo promitti 
quam a Moſe. Loca ipſa Augufiin: & aliorum, ad cundem ſenſu 
pertinentia, babes apud omni laude digniffimum Gerardum Vaſſium 
contra Rawenſpergerum, c. 23.----Rivetiani Apologetici diſcuſ- 


fio. . 

Biſhop Bull too, defending the Opinion which ſuppoſes the 

Promiſes of the Law to be purely temporal, obſerves, that 

of the moſt learned Antients had eſpouſed this Notion. #7 

Gerardi J. Vas Reſp. ad Judicium Ravenſpergeri, c. 23. per 

totum ibi wir clariſimus ingentem teflimoniorum acer dum congeiſit 
Ex 
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Footing, as will oblige them to leave him in Poſ- 
ſeffion of the Argument ; but what is much worſe, 
condemn, out of their own Mouths, the Religion of 
Moſes as an Impoſture. For if a future State be a 
neceſſary and eſſential Part of every Religion which 
comes from God, and yet is not to be found in the 
Fewifh ; what are we to conclude, but that the Fe- 
;/þ did not come from God? 


But they will ſay, this Doctrine was clearly and 


diſtinctiy revealed in the Books of Ms/es? It is 
eaſily ſaid, but how will they prove it? They muſt 
either argue a priori, and conclude from the Nature 
and Reaſon of the Thing, that this was the Caſe, 


fince the Diſpenſation would otherwiſe have been 


unworthy of God or they muſt" produce ſome 
plain and expreſs es out of the Pentateuch, 
in which this Notion is clearly and diſtinctly revealed. 


& confirment, & egregie explicent, Reſpond. ad Animal, 2. p. 24. 
Havin tion Dr. Rutreoforths Dotermin 1 muſt 
remind him, that a very able and judicious Prelate is involved 


ex veteribus, imprimis ex . hane ſententiam noſiram 


in the Cenſure, which he fo freely paſſes on all thoſe who admit 
the »:wv Interpretation of the Command to Abrabam to ſacrifice 


his Son: For the prefent Biſhop of London is ſo far from looking 
upon this Comment as groundleſs and chimerical, that he has 
endeavoured to confirm and ſupport it by a new Obſervation of 
his own, (vid. his Letter to Mr. Var. D. L. v. 2. ed. 2. p. 615.) 
However the Doctor makes no Scruple to aſſure us, that no- 
thing but the groſſeſt Prejudice, Ignorance, and Simplicity could 


induce any one to embrace this Notion. So low did this great 


Prelate once ſtand in his Opinion. | 

One Paſſage of the Doctor ſeems to be A level'd at 
his Lordſhip. The Biſhop, in Diſcredit of the old and common 
Interpretation, ſays, I was ander a Difficulty to account for 
this Action, [the Command to ſacrifice //aac} on the Foot of 


its being a Trial only.” One can hardly help ſuſpecting, 


that the Doctor had his Eye upon this Remark or Diſparage- 
ment of the old Interpretation, when he ſays, % genus Theolo- 
gorum, qui doi ex nova quadam Diſciplina, cum hujus mandati 
interpretatjonts vetuſtate robuſlas calummando perverterint, &fc. 
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It would be weak and ridiculous to employ the 
Arſt Method of Reaſoning againſt the Deiſts, ſince 
it takes for granted the Thing in queſtion. They 
will be forced then to uſe the latter, and produce 
plain and expreſs Paſſages from the Pentateuch, in 
which a future State is clearly and diſtinctly revealed. 


But this, I preſume, they will not be able to do. 


The Preſumption is ſtrong. The Advocates for 
the Perfection of the Fewiſh Law have never yet 
been able to do it, tho? they have been often call'd 
upon, and have often attempted it. And the Con- 
trary has been held by the beſt and ableſt Writers 
of all Times.“ 5 
Hitherto 


* Tt was objected to Epiſcapius and others, by ſome warm 
Zealots of thoſe Times, that they were guilty of little leſs than 
Blaſphemy in affirming, that the Promiſe of a futute State was 
not clearly and diſtinctly revealed in the Old Teſtament. And, 
to render them' the more unpopular and obnoxious, their Ad- 
verſaries took Care to add, that the contrary Doctrine had been 
conſtantly maintained by all Churches at all Times. To this 
Epiſcopius replies as follows: Sive id de antiguioribus & primati- 
vis ecclefii five de recentioribus intelli gi velint, mbhil a vero alienius, 
Contrarium adeo certum ac per vulgatum eft, ut non modo Eccleſia 
nullæ, ſed nec Doctorum quiſquam ſeu veterum ſeu recentiorum, re- 
periatur, qui id, quod Dofores adſerunt; videlicet promiſſio- 
nem vitz æternæ = in V. Teſtamento facta eſſe, aut credi- 
acrit aut adſeruerit. Nemo adeo rudis aut infans eſt, in ſcriptis 
vdeterum aut recentiorum, qui non fateri cogitur, diſtinctionem 
illam ubique occurrere, cum de diſcrimine V. & N. Teftamenti 
agunt, guod in illa obſcure, in hoc clare, in illo ſub typis & um- 
bris, in hoc aperte atgue in terminis, promiſſio vitae æternæ con- 
tineatur,-----He proceeds to obſerve, that St. Auſtin, and the 
Writers who lived before him, ſuppoſe that the Promiſe was 
not plainly manifeſted and revealed in the Law. | 
- Verum enimvero rationes videantur, quibus ſententia ita tum 
Ecclefiarum, tum Doctorum omnium nititur, & rei veritas in pro- 
paotulo erit, Primum enim Scriptura diſerta affrmat, magnam 
ſalutem, id ef, vitam æternam, per ipſum Chriſtum dominum 
initium eſſe, ad Heb. ii. 2. & per evangelium ejus vitam & im- 
mortalitatem in lucem productam fuiſſe 2 Tim. i. 10. Salutarem 
gratiam per apparitionem Chriſti illuxiſſe, (aut patefactum _ 

| omnibus 


— 


5 „ 

Hitherto I have endeavoured to ſhew, that Dr. 
Steb. as well as ſome of our moſt eminent and able 
Writers, have affirmed every Thing that need be 
demanded to eſtabliſn and ſupport the Argument of 


the D. I. b | 
To which I have added ſome Difficulties that 


ſeem to lie againſt the Doctor's Syſtem, 

I ſhall now go a Step further, and ſhew, 1ſt, That 
the Doctor's own Principles will oblige him to aſſert, 
that the Fews had no Knowledge of a future State; 
and that theſe Principles are the proper Spunge of 
the ſeveral Objections he has offer'd againſt the 
Doctrine of the D. TL. | | 

2d, That his own Syſtem is loaded and clogged 
with many Abſurdities and Contradictions; and can 
ſerve only to expoſe our holy Faith to the Scorn, 
Contempt, and Ridicule of Unbelievers. OG 

But here I find it neceſſary to premiſe ſomething 
concerning the Subject of Ty pESs and SECONDARY 
PROPHECIES. 

Dr. Middleton and Mr. Collins treat the Suppoſi- 
tion of Types and ſecondary Prophecies as a mere 
Vifion and Chimæra; and pretend, that theſe Modes 
of Information have no Foundation and Exiſtence 
in the Old Teſtament. ' | 

On the other Side, our orthodox Divines aſſure 
us, that they really and actually occur in the Writ- 
ings of Moſes and the Prophets. 

In order to make good this Aſſertion, they will 
be obliged to prove, iſt, That the Modes of In- 


omnibus hominibus, Tit. ii. 11. Legem umbram tantum habu- 
iſſe futurorum bonorum, non ipſam expreſſam formam rerum. 
Heb. x. 1. Et umbram fuiſſe rerum futurarum, corpus autem 
Chriſti eſſe. Col. ii. 17. Fœdus novum præſtantioribus pro- 
miſſis ſancitum eſſe. Heb. viii. 6. atque idcirco emphatice & 
contradiſtincte a lege vocari ſuper introductionem melioris ſpei. 
vol. 2. p. 2. p. 203, 304. : 

I formation 
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formation are reaſonable, juſt, and proper, or a- 
greeable to the Rules of fair Criticiſm and ſound 

ic. Otherwiſe it would be weak and ridiculous 
to imagine, that they are to be found in the Works 
of Men divinely inſpired. 

2d, They muſt ſhew, that the religious Docttines 

exhibited and delivered under Types and ſeco | 
Prophecies, were ſuch as could not be opened an 
explained in that Age and Seaſon of the World, 
without anticipating the proper Time of their Re- 
velation determined and aſſigned by God. Other- 
wiſe ſuch obſcure, intricate, and myſterious Modes 
of Information would not have been expedient and 
proper under the Law, or in the Time of the Jew- 
7 Diſpenſation. . 
The Force of what I am about to offer depends 
entirely on this _ ** 1. obſerve 1 
fore, that Dr. Stebbiug rees wi 
Author of the D. L. in Coping, th the religi- 
gious Doctrines, which were the Subject of the au- 
tient Types and ſecondary Prophecies, were not 
underſtood and A ed by the early Jews, 
but were deſignedly concealed and fecreted from 
their Knowledge; and this by being delivered under 
the Cover and Veil of thoſe Modes of Information 
abovementioned. * __ 


* Dr. Stebbing's Words are theſe, « 22 of Types and 
'* ſecondary Senſes of Prophecies, and the Manner in which 
« Netice by them muſt be given, Mr. Warburton ſays, and be 
« ſays rightly, that, the Nature of the Thing informs us it could 
<<* mot be directly and-openty, fo as to be untlerſtaod bythe People at 
« the Tame of giving; becauſe this-would have defeated God's in- 
«. termediate Purpoſe, which -was to train them up, by a lug 
« Diſcipline, under bis preparatory Difpen/ation, Div. Leg. + 
« 633. In other Words, it would have been opening to 

<« then preſent Age, thoſe Points relating to the future Diſpen- 
« ſation, which it was the Intention of Providence to conceal 


« till the Age of that Diſpenſation ſhould come.” Hiſfory of 
Abraham, 5. 63, 64. Here 
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The Doctor found himſelf obliged to adopt this 
Principle, that he might be enabled to vindi 
and aſſert the Propriety and Reaſonablenef of 
Type and ſecondary Prophecies, and ſhew, that 
theſe Modes of Information were expedient and 
uſeful in the Age of the Jewijſb Covenant. 

. But if T4 7 will cn him to juſtify and 

upport the Uſe of Types and ſecondary Prophecies 
75 the Deiſts, it vil at the ſame Time force 
him to abandon his old favourite Syſtem, and to 
maintain, with the Author of the D. L. that the 
Jews had 0 Knowledge of a future State. 

For he aſſerts, that the Doctrines ſhadowed and 
figured under the Cover and Veil of Types, were 
ſuch as it was the Intention of Providence to conceal 
from the then People. | 

He aſſerts, with all our other orthodox Divines, 
that the Doctrine of a future State was repreſented 
and exhibited under Types in the Old Teſta- 
ment. | 3 

The plain and neceſſary Conſequence of which is, 
that the Doctrine of a future State was not popular 
and common among the antient Jets; but was one 
of * thoſe Points relating to the future Diſpenſa- 
<« tion, which it was the [tention of Providence to 
ce conceal till the Age of that Diſpenſation ſhould 
© come.” . | ; 

Here I ſhall tranſcribe a Paſſage from the D. L. 
* From my holding that the Religion of Moſes 
<« was only preparatory to that of Jeſus, it follows, 
cr that all ſuch Texts as imply a future State of Re- 
e wards and Puniſhments.in their typical Significa- 


Here the Doctor afkrms, in Conformity to the Author af the 
D. L. that the Doctrines exhibited under Types and ſecondary 
Prophecies, were certain Points relating to the Inſtitution, which 


it was the Iutention of Providence to conceal from the antient 


Jewiſh Church. g 
| tion 
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« tion only, are e juſt as little to the Purpoſe. For 
« if Moſes's Religion was preparatory to one future, 
<« it is, as J have ſhewn, highly reaſonable to ſup- 
«< poſe, that the eſſential Doctrine of that new Re- 
„ ligion was ſhadowed out under the Rites, or by 
c the inſpired Pen- men of the old. 


« But ſuch Texts are not only inconcluſive, but | 


« a Demonſtration of the Opinion they are brought 
e to oppole. For if future 3 and Puniſhments 
c dert taught to the People under the Law, what Oc. 
& cafion for any TYPiCal Repreſentation of them, 
« which neceſſarily implies the throwing Things into 
on - 1 ON and ſecreting them from vulgar Rnowkage ?” 
482. 

ue Argument is founded on two Suppoſitions; 
iſt, that the Doctrines conveyed by Types were 
not popular and common, or known and underſtood 
by the antient Jes. 24d, that the Doctrine of a 
future State was conveyed by Ty | 

Since then the Doctor allows the Truth of theſe 
Suppoſitions, he allows every Thing that is neceſ- 


ſary to eſtabliſh the Argument of the D. L. 


Take the Argument in Form. Whatever Doc- 
trines were delivered under the Cover and Veil of 
Types, were intended to be ſecreted and concealed 
from the then People. 

The Doctrine of a future State was delete in 
the Law under the Cover and Veil of Types. 

Therefore the Doctrine of a future State was in- 
tended to be concealed and ſecreted from the antient 


Jews. 


The Doctor grants both the major and the minor, 
and yet boggles at the Concluſion. 

I next proceed to ſhew, that the Doctor's Principle, 
which forces him to ſuppoſe the Doctrines exhibited 
under Types, were purpoſely concealed from the 

People, 
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People, is 9 Spunge of his vatious Objec- 
ths OE. IT | 8 

He inſiſts ſtrongly, that the Jes had the Doc- 
trine of a future State, as the common 7raditionaty 
Expoſition of the Abrahamic Covenant. But if they 
already had this Notion by Tradition, why did Moſes 
endeayour to conceal and ſecrete it from them, by 
involving it in Types and Figures? Or what Senſe 
is there in ſuppoſing, that he would attempt to hide 
a Doctrine, with which his People, at the ſame Time, 
were perfectly acquainted ? Had there been nothing 
delivered in Types at all, and a virtual as well as 
actual Silence concerning a future State in the Law 
of Moſes, this might perhaps be reconcileable to his 
traditional Religion. But a Tradition to reveal it, 
and at the ſame Time Types to hide it, is ſuch a 
Mode of divine Diſpenſation as I believe never ef- 
tered into any Body's Head but Dr. Stebbing's. 
One of theſe two Things he muſt, I think, of ne- 
ceſſity give up; either his Abrabamic Covenant,” or 
his typical Conveyance ; and either of them will do 
his Bufineſs, and eſtabliſh the Principle of the Di- 
vine Legation. If he parts with his Abrahamic Co- 
venant, he parts with his All: If he renounces his 
Types, he falls into the Hereſy of his Ad verſary, 
that there was no future State in the Religion of 
Moſes. And then adieu to the ou Paſture of Defence, 
when he who ſo long ſtood in the Gap has now at 
laſt ſlip'd afide. | "MPT 
Mr. War. had faid, that Moſes\was ſtudiouſiy caus 
tious on this Head. This Opinion (replies the 
Doctor) is the very laft that my common Senſe will 
_ «. {ſuffer me to come into.“ Exam. p. 38. C 

The Doctor, without Doubt, has Senſe, and great 
Senſe too; but he certainly miſcalls it in giving it 
the Name of common _—_ | 
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[88] 

The Opinion which the Doctor ſays is * very 
lf which his common Senſe will ſuffer. bim 10 come 
into is ſimply this, That he who employs a very 
<< artificial Means of concealing a Thing 1s fiugzayy 
e cautious to conceal it.“ It mu be by odd Sort 
of common Sonſe that will not come into a Propoſition 
fo clear, tho? it were not ſupported by its Reverſe, 
That he who was fudiauſly cautious to conceal a 
2 Thing, would uſe the very artificial Means, in 

& queſtion to compaſs his End.” Now the — 
lows that Types did cancea the Doctrine conve 
D and that Types were the only wha. 

1 

1 fays the Doctor, tho* it may not 
5 feem clear and + thy that the Fews did believe a 
* future State; ceriainly that they did not is um- 
poſſible to be come at.“ p. 134. 

How ſo! He affirms, that a future State was 


delivered under the Cover and Veil of Types 


He affirms too, that the Doctrines thus delivered 
were not known or underſtood by the antient 
Fews. Has not he himſelf os pointed out 
the mary Way, by which we may come at this Gre 
A j 

The Doctor is much offended: with the Author 
of the D. L. for affirming, that Me/es taught 
a future State ſpiri/ually and myſticalliy only.“ p. 92. 
Yet he himſelf allows, that Moſes did ſometimes 
teach it ſpiritually and myſtically. And would it be 
any Credit to Moſess common Senſe (which I ſup- 
poſe to be ſomewhat different from the Doctor's) 
to affirm, that he ſometimes taught it /piritually and 
myſtically, and ſometimes literally and plainly ? For 


to what Purpoſe ſhould he hide That, in one Para- 


graph of his Religion, which he openly revealed in an» 
ot er? Yet the Doctor, eee W 
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L437 
to have hid a future State in Types, has employed 
much Time and Pains very unluckily in an Attempt 
to prove, that the ſame Moſes gave many clear and 
plain Intimations of this ſame future State. And is it 
for this, that the great Few; Lawgiver has merited 
the Admiration both of Believers and Unbelievers ; 
and that they have agreed to celebrate in joint Ap- 
plauſes, his conſummate Skill in Legiſlation? _  - 

To be ſerious, ſince the Doctor allows, that the 
typical Deſeriptions of a future State were intended 
to hide and ſecrete the Doctrine, he muſt either load 
Moſes with a weak, filly, and inconſiſtent Conduct, 
or muſt confeſs that Moſes offer'd #o plain and clear 
Intimations of anoi ber Life. | | 

To ſuppoſe that the cus were really ignorant of 
a future State, is, in the Opinion of Dr. Stebbing, 
a Scandal and Diſgrace to Revelation, © as by the 
« very Act of God himſelf, it ſhuts out his own 
« choſen People (for many Ages) from that fugle 


Paint of Knowledge, which could be the Founda- 


« tion of a reaſonable Worſhip.” Ex. 12. 

But did not Moſes deliver this Doctrine to the 
7ewws under the Veil of Types? And does not the 
Doctor himſelf aſſert, that the Jeus were by this 
Means /out out from the Knowledge of it? His Cen- 
ſure therefore will fall at laſt upon Maſes, or rather 
upon HIM, by whoſe Direction and Command Moſes 
acted | 


If the Knowledge of a future State be diſcover- 
able by natural Light, it is then a Knowledge na 
% turally fit for Man, and therefore fit at all Times 
« and in every Age; and how is it then that you 
« tell us, that this Doctrine, when revealed to 4 
« few, was kept ſecret from the many, as not yer fit 
for publick Diſcovery? Is the ſame Truth fir to 
„be known, when conſidered as the Subject of 
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natural Enquiry, and unit to be known, when 
conſidered as the Subject of ſupernatural Revela- 


tion? gol. 
Here let the Doctor turn himſelf to Moſes, and 
queſtion him with the ſame Freedom he accoſts 


the Author of the D. L. © If this Knowledge was 
ce fit for Man at all Times and in every Age; why 


4 did you involve and wrap it up under the Cover 


'« and Veil of Types? Why ſo much Pains and 


Study to ſeerete a Doctrine from your People, as 
«© unfit to be known by them, when it was ex 
dient and even neceſſary for them to have been 
acquainted with it? 

Meſes is not here, indeed, to anſwer. But Mr 


W. is. And the Doctor may, perhaps, have one 


ſooner than he wiſhes, in the laſt Volume of 
the D. L. At preſent it will be ſufficient to aſk 
him, If he thinks a future State ſo neceſſary to fup- 

rt Religion at this Time, why it was delivered 
under the Cover and Veil of Types? — If it was not, 
what becomes of this Objection. | 


He tells us, That the worſt Effect the Krlow- | 


„ ledge of a future State could have, would have 
„been to teach the People to worſhip God with 
more pure and ſincere Affection.“ p. 132. | 
Now if the clear and open Manifeſtation of thö 
Doctrine would have had no worſe Effect, I muſt 
defire him to inform me, why Moſes laboured to 
ſecrete it from his People, by burying it under the 
Cover of Types and Figures ? 
_ What the Doctor would ſuggeſt, is, that no pol. 
ſible Reaſon can be aſſigned for hiding and conceal- 
ing this Doctrine; which, in other Words, is, that no 
poſſible Reaſon can be aſſigned to juſtify and vindi- 


cate the Uſe of Types and ſecondary W in 
the Old Teſtament. : by 
n Eb e 


3 . 


I 133 
He appeals too to the celebrated Paſſage in the 


Book of Job, * as a certain Proof that the F:ws had 


the Doctrine of the Reſurrection. (p. 115.) But 


here he takes for granted two Points, which have 


been as fully proved to be falſe as good Reaſoning 
can prove any Point to be ſo; the high Antiquity 
commonly aſſigned to the Book of Jeb, and the 


ſpiritual Interpretation commonly given to the Text 
quoted below. The Book being apparently written 


after the Captivity, and the Paſſage evidently re- 
ferring to a temporal Deliverance.T 


To their Arguments I will crave Leave to add 


one of my own, tho? it goes on much leſs ſolid 
Principles, no better indeed than the Doctor's Con- 
ceſſions; however we give him back the beſt himſelf 
affords us. I fay then, if he will needs have it that 
this celebrated Text refers to a Reſurrection, he muſt 
at leaſt allow it to be direct and literal, not typical or 
figurative. But then the Difficulty, that occurred be- 
fore, meets us again here; How came Moſes to be fo 
clear in the Book of Fob, and ſo obſcure in the Penta- 


teuch ? Plain Expreſſion and typical Repreſentation are 
the contrary of one another. They could not both be 


fit for the ſame People at the ſame Time: If they were a 
ſpiritualizedPeople they had no Need of carnalCovers, 
ſuch as Types; if they were a carnal minded People, 
the Light of ſpiritual Things would only ſerve to 
dazzle, not to aid their Sight. It is certain Moſes 


* 1 know that my Redeemer liveth, and that he Hall tand at 
the latter Day upon the Earth. And tho, after my Skin, Worms 
deſtroy this Body, yet in my Floſb ſhall I ſte God; whom T ſhall 
fee for myſelf, and mine Eyes ſhall behold, and not another. 


＋ See Archdeacon Law's Conſiderations —Cofterd's Ob- 


ſervations, ——Garnet's Diſſertation on the Book of Fob. But 
he who can hold out againſt the ſtrong and unanſwerable Rea- 
ſoning of the Author of the D. IL. on theſe two Points, will, I 
ſuppoſe, keep his o/ Opinions till his Superiors authoriſe him 
to eſpouſe the nw. * 
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SE . 
could never abuſe his Jets with theſe ſhifting and 
contrary Modes of Information, as the Doctor has a- 
buſed his Reader, unleſs he had the ſame Deſign, which 
was to confound thoſe whom he took upon him to 
F 

Nor is the Matter mended, but made worſe, by 
ſuppoſing the Book to be written by 70b himſelf, or 
any other Patriarch earlier than Moſes ; that would 
be only transferring the Charge from Moſes to the God 
of Moſes : For while the Book of Job was deſigned for 
Part of the Jewiſß Canon, it was ſtill the ſame unac- 
countable Conduct in Providence. The Re/arretion'is 
open and expoſed to all in Job, and hid and covered 
under Types and Figures in the Pentateuch ; from 
whence ariſes this noble Truth, worthy of its In- 
ventor, That the ſame Doctrine may, at one 


and the ſame Time, be the proper O4je# both 


« of clear and manifeſt, and dark and uncertain Con- 
<«« templationg to the ſame Subjects.“ 2 
But the Doctor's two Suppoſitions, that the Book 
of Job is of the Antiquity aſſigned to it by the com- 
mon Syſtems, and that the Paſſage in queſtion re- 
ſpects the Reſurrection, are not only deſtructive of 
the Doctor's other Principles, but likewiſe of one 
another. ; 7 9 
When he ſuppoſes the Reſurrection to be revealed 
in the Book of Fob, he muſt ſuppoſe the proper 
Time of its clear and open Manifeſtation was come; 


and if Moſes wrote the Book, he muſt ſuppoſe, that 


Mofes was commiſſioned to publiſh and promulge 
it.— But when he ſuppoſes that this very Doctrine 


was delivered under dark and typical Repreſenta- 


tions in the Lau, he muſt ſuppoſe the proper Time 


of its clear and open Manifeſtation was not yet come; 


and that . Moſes was not commiſſioned to pub- 


| liſh and promulge it Which is, I * 
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the being reduced to hold a Contradiction in 
Terms. | ö | 

Mr. War. laid great Streſs on the /ypical Deſerip- 


tions and Repreſentations of a future State in the 


Old Teftament ; for that à typical Repreſentation 


neceſſarily implies the throwing Things into Shade, 


ſecreting them from vulgar Knowledge.* The 
Doctor took no Notice of this Paſſage in his fir 
Pamphlet ; but he makes ample Amends for his 
former Silence, in his ſecond, where he lays down 
ſuch Principles as directly tend to eftabliſh his Ad- 
1 rgument beyond a Poſſibility of Ne- 
e The Author of the D. L. alluding to this Ar- 
gument, in his Remarks, ſays, I in vain 
d endeayoured to teach him that a carnal and a 
« ſpiritual Senſe, both of which, we are agreed, the 
« T aw had, in order to fit God's Nord to the Uſe 
of to Diſpenſations, implied an Ignorance of the 
« ſpiritual Senſe during the Time of the former of 
<« them,” Poſtcript, p. 158, 159. But vain. as his 
fr, Endeavours were, he has perfectly ſucceeded 
in his ſecond; for the Doctor now owns, that the 


| ſpiritual Senſe of the antient Prophecies was not per- 


ceived and underſtood by the People to whom they 
were addreſſed: He plainly and ingenuouſly acknow- 
ledges, that the Subject of the typical and fecondary 
Prophecies, were Points relating to the fuiure (or 
« Chriftian) Diſpenſation, which it was the Intention 


The preſent Dean of Rochefter, in an excellent Sermon 
againſt Collins, entitled, The — Word of Prophecy, obſerves; 
that typical and allegorical Deſcriptions were appointed and 
employed to hold a VEIL before vuLcar Eyes. p. 19. Ry 

According to this learned Man therefore, the Doctrines con- 
veyed under them were not deſigned for the Uſe and Inſtruction 
of the Body of the People, nor conſequently known or under- 
ſtood by them; fo that the Doctrine of a future State was not 
popular and common among the antient Jews. n 
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*-of Providence to conceal till the Age of that 


« Diſpenſation ſhould come.” * 


Since then he affirms, that a future State was one 


of the Subjects of theſe Types, he muſt own, that 
it was one of the Points relating to the Chriſtian Dif-, 


penſation, which it was the Intention of Providence 
to conceal till the Age of that Diſpenſation ſhould 


come. ; 
Thus he 11 at aft por changed [I and 


turned Advocate for the Argument of the D. L. 
and in his ſecond Pamphlet has utterly undone the 
whole Buſineſs of his rf. 


T ſhall now proceed to ſhew more at lags. that 


the Doctor's Hypotheſis is loaded with many Ab- 
ſurdities and Contradictions, and will ſerve only to 
expoſe our holy Faith to the Scorn and Ridicule of 


Unbelievers. 
1. It ſeems a a0 5 ObjeSion to his Syſtem, 
that it ſuppoſes a future State to have been a po N 


and common Doctrine, and yet at the ſame Lime, 
allows it to have been ſecreted from vulgar Know- 


ledge, by being concealed under the Veil of Types. 


For what reaſonable End could there be in hiding 


a Doctrine which was become popular? 


2. According to the Doctor, Moſes plainly and 


clearly revealed the Doctrine in the Book of Job, 


and yet endeavoured to cover and conceal it in the 
* All our Divines, who hold the Law to be a typical Inſti. 


tution, agree, that its ſeveral Rites and Ceremonies were de- 
ſigned to figure and point out the Offices and Character of the 
Meffah, and to deſcribe the ſpiritual Bleſſings and Advantages 
to be procured by his Death and Sufferings. But then ſome of 
them will have it, that theſe Rites were known to be thus ex- 
preſſive to the Body of the antient Jeaus. 

I think I need not ſtop to ſhew the Abſurdity of this latter 

inion ; or, if it wants expoſing, I may ſafely leave it to the 
Confatation of Dr. Stebbing, who aflerts the negative, and. 
maintains, that the Doctrines delivered under Types, were not, 
nor could be revealed to the antient a Church. 


Pen- 


L 137˙J 
Penlaleuch: Which ſeems to imply, that the Doc- 


trine was, at the ſame Time, both #/ and uit for 


public Notice. „ Wbt ; 

3. He aflerts, that this Doctrine was neceſſary 
to ſupport Religion at this Time. If fo, it was 
neceſſary to be known by the People: Why there 
fore was it conveyed under myſtical and typical 
Repreſentations, which were intended to keep it 
from their Notice? N | Few 

4. He tells us, that the MVaelites were in Poſ- 
ſeſſion of two ſeparate and diſtinct Syſtems of Reli- 
gion; one inſtituted by Moſes, and conveyed by. 
Writing, which had no Promiſes or Threatenings 


4 . 


but what related to the preſent Life; another of a 
more ſpiritual, ſublime, and perfect Nature, deli-. 


vered by Word of Mouth from the Patriarchs, which 
was eſtabliſhed and ſupported on the Sanction of a 
future State. He pretends too, that this laſt was 
ſtrictly and properly the RxLI OO of the I EWS. p. 
95. thſtory of Abrabam. bday 

According to the Doctor therefore, future Re- 
wards and Puniſhments were the Sanction of bat - 
tem, which may be properly: conſidered as the Reli- 


gion of the Fes. | 


NowMr, Lock tells us, (and common Senſe ſays the - 


ſame Thing) that a Law requires the 2 and 

« directeſt Words ;” or that the Conſequences. of 
Obedience and Diſobedience ſhould. be delivered. 
and ſet forth in the moſt clear, open, and expreſs 
Terms. 1. Let then the Doctor tells us, why the 
future Rewards and Puniſhments, annexed to the 
religious Syſtem derived from the Patriarchs, are 
not clearly and explicitly revealed in the Books of 
Moſes. 2. Let him explain, why they were ſecreted, 
rather than notified and promulged; or, in other 
Words, why they were delivered under the Veil of 
Types. Whatever Doctrines might require a 1 

3 | 
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and obſcure Delivery; yet ſurely the Sanctions of a 


religious Syſtem could not. Here, plain, open, and 
dire& Explanations are more particularly needful 
and requiſite : if indeed they be needful and requiſite 
in any Caſe. | 

5. One would imagine that the Doctor had no o- 
ther View in writing his ſecond Pamphlet, than to 
enctutiber and clog his own Syſtem with additional 


and freſh Difficulties. According to him, the grand 


Deſign of the whole Moſaic Economy was to per- 
petuate and preſerve the Memory of the Abraba- 


mic Covenant, or the Promiſe of Life and Immor- 


tality revealed to this holy Patriarch. p. 80. Hiſto- 


Upon this Suppoſition, one would naturally and 
reaſonably expect, that the Promiſe of Life and 
Immortality ſhould have been opened in the plain- 


eſt and moſt direct Words. For if any one Point 
was to be fully and clearly revealed, it was ſurely 
that which made the principal Purpoſe of his Mi- 


Hon: 


On the contrary, the Doctor aſſures us, that he 
involved and wraped it up under the Shadow and 


Veil of Types; or, in other Words, endeavoured 


to ſecrete and hide it from his People. According 
to this Syſtem therefore, Moſes ſeems to have forgot 


the very End of his Legation, as he was induſtrious 


to cover and conceal the Principle, which ſhould 
have been openly publiſhed and promulged to all. 
6. The Doctor will be utterly unable to defend 


the Uſe and Reaſonableneſs of Types and /econdary 


Prophecies againſt the Objections of Unbelievers, 
unleſs he quits and abandons the old Syſtem, and 
goes pon the Suppofition, that the Fews had no 

nowledge of a future State. He muſt either join 
with Collins in denying the Exiſtence of Types and 


| ſecondary Prophecies, ͤ— 


r 
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the D. 6 that the Fes had not tho 
Knowledge of another Life. - 
The Deiſts make two * to Types and 


ſecondary Prophecies; 1. they pretend, that = 
are wnſcholaſtic, illogical, — abſurd, and 
founded upon any ſolid and real Principles of — 
ſon. 2. They contend, that true Religion can have 
no Myſteries or Secrets to hide from its Followers, 
Hence they infer, that ſuch Modes of Information 
were uſeleſs and unn 

What I ſhall offer at preſent relates only to 
the laſt Objection; the firſt having been unanſwera- 
bly confuted by the Author of the D. - 

Now the Doctor affirms, in direct Oppoſition to 
the Objectors, that Judaiſm had certain Myſteries 
and Secrets, which were not to be manifeſted and 
revealed to the People; 'or that certain Points, re- 
lating to the Chriſtian Diſpenſation, were to be ſe· 
creted and concealed, during the Period of the Mo- 
ſaic Inſtitution. And theſe, he tells us, were pro- 
perly conveyed under the Cover of Types and ſe- 
condary Prophecies. © © 

In order ua vindicate the Proprizey, Reaſonable- 
neſs, and Uſe of Types, or to ſhew that theſe 
Modes of Information were ient and uſeful 
under the Law, he finds himſelf obliged to affert, 
that the Doctrines conveyed; by them were ſuch as 


could not be clearly revealed in that Age and Sea- 


ton of the World ; or were certain Myſteries, relat- 
ing to the Chriſtian Diſpenſation, which were fo ze 


kept ſecret and bid till the Time of that Diſpenſation | 


ſhould come. 

This Reaſoning the Doctor borrow'd from the 
Author of the D. L. and transferred into his on 
Syſtem, unconſcious that it would neceflarily lead 
him to deny the Jews the Knowledge of another 
Life, And yer unavoidably does ſo, fince he 
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3 [ 140 ] 
firms, that a future State was exhibited and re- 
preſented under Types in the Writings of Moſes and 
the Prophets. F ; a 
Should he indeed ſuppoſe, that the Doctrines re- 
vealed by Types were popular and common, he will 
be under no Neceſſity of ſuppoſing, that a future 


State was not a general and current Opinion among 


the Jes: But then he will leave Mr. Collins in 

Poſſeſſion of the Argument; ſince, upon this Su 
poſition, he will never be able to account for the 
Uſe of ſo dark, obſcure, and myſtical a Mode of In- 
formation as that of Types. | 
It will therefore be neceſſary for him either to 
aſſert, with the Author of the Grounds and Reaſons, 
that there are no Types in the Old Teſtament; or 
to affirm, with the Author of the D. L. that the. 
Jews had not the Knowledge of a future State. 
And ſince he muſt of Courſe agree with one of 
them, I can only ſay, I wiſh him a good Choice. 
The Doctor, when in Diſpute. with the Deiſts, 
(who object, that the Zew;/fo Religion is not worthy 
of God, becauſe it did not contain the Doctrine of, 
a future State) affirms, that ihe Doctrine of a future 
State was known to the Te-. | 
But when they arraign the Reaſonableneſs of 
Types and ſecondary Prophecies, he then aſſerts, 
that the Doctrines conveyed by theſe Modes of In- 
formation were not known to the People; or, in 
other Words, that the Doctrine of a future Slate 
was not known, to the Fews, this being one of the 
Doctrines exhibited and repreſented by Types.“ 
| | Thus 


* « The whole Hiſtory and Inſtitutions of the Fexwiſh Peo- 
«« ple, when interpreted by Chriſtianity, are Types and Pro- 
* phecies of a future State: And here the Old and New Teſta» 


ments confirm and illuſtrate each other in the ſtrongeſt man- 


*« ner; and the Old Teſtament, when interpreted by the New, 
becomes intirely ſpiritual, and equally expreſſive, with the 
4 . © New, 


| [-141 ] 

Thus the Jews had, or bad not the Doctrine of 
a future State, as the Fit of anſwering requires. 
But can ſuch Shuffling do any Credit'to revealed 
Religion, or even to the Doctor's own Syſtem? 
Or is it to be imagined, that the Deiſts will ſuffer 
him to take up and lay down this Principle juſt as 
his preſent Exigencies require? | | 

As for myſelf, I am far from having entertained 
any particular Prejudice, Partiality, or Fondneſs 
tor the Argument of the D. L. Nor ſhould I receive 
more Pleafure from ſeeing it eſtabliſhed and con- 
firmed, than from finding it confuted and over- 
turned: All I demand, is, that the Doctor would 
oppoſe it in a fair and conſiſtent manner, and not go 
upon the Principle, that the Jes had no Know- 
ledge of a future State, in his Defence of Types and 
ſecondary Prophecies; and then condemn this ve 
Principle as heretical and blaſphemous, when i 
firmed by the Author'of the D. L. PI, 

If it be a dangerous and pernicious Doctrine, 
Why does he make Uſe of ſuch Topics as give it 
new and additional Force? Why does he adopt it 
into his own Syſtem, when he is endeavouring to 
repel the Objections of Unbeltevers ; Why does 
he point out and preſcribe ſuch a Method of defend- 
ing Types and ſecondary Prophecies, as will oblige 


Neu, of the Doctrine of a future State.” Dr. Hartley's Obſer- 
vations on Man, vol. 2. p. 394s 395. | 
It js affirmed here, that a future State was exhibited in the 
Old Teſtament under the Cover and Veil of Types; and yet it 
is affirmed, but a few Pages before, That the Doctrine of a 
<< future State was the current Opinion among the Fews.” p. 
390: Now if this was a common and popular Opinion, what 
>enſe is there in ſuppoſing that a Veil or Shade was thrown 
before it ? Or how will this learned Gentleman be able to vin- 
dicate the Uſe and Reaſonableneſs of Types againſt Deiſts and 
Unbelievers, as he attempts to do, p. 157, Cc. if he goes 
upon the Suppoſition, that the DoArines conveyed by them 
were popular and common amongf the antient Jeu? | 
L | every 


* 
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every reaſonable and conſiſtent Believer to go upon 

the Suppoſition, that the Jets had no Knowledge 
of a future State ? * - 23:4 

But if he will at laſt take Party, and finally inſiſt 
that this Principle muſt be abandoned and given up, 
let him then ſhew us, how we may be enabled to 


aſſert the Propriety, Reaſonableneſs, and Uſe of 


Types without it. For ſurely it would be going a 
little too far, to expect that we ſhould receive his 
Hypotheſis, even at the Expence of Religion, and 
. tho” it lays us open to ſuch infidel Objections, as 
overthrow all Revelation. It will be neceflary for 
him to do this for his own Sake, ſince he affirms, 
in his Boyle's Lectures, that Types and ſecondary 
Prophecies are found in the Old Teſtament: So that, 
he will be obliged to vindicate and ſupport the 
Utſe, Fitneſs, and Expediency of them againſt the 
Objections of Unbelievers. ä 
It will be neceſſary for him to do this for the 
Sake of the common Syſtem ; which ſeems to be more 


weak, defective, and exceptionable in that Part 


which relates to Types and ſecondary * 
than in any other. For it is not to be diſſembled, 
that our beſt Writers againſt the Author of the 
Grounds and Reaſons left him in full Poſſeſſion of his 
Argument, till the writing the ſecond Volume of the 
Div. Leg. in which the firſt Objection to Types, 
of their being, in their own Nature, unſcholaſtic, il- 
logical, and abſurd is confuted at large ; and the 
ſecond, that in true Religion there can be nothing 
which wants to be hid under the Veil of Types, is 
intirely overthrown by the general Principle which 
the Div. Leg. is wrote to prove and eſtabliſh. I ſay, 
till that Time Mr. Callins remained unanſwered, 
tho? he had more than one Antagoniſt of the greateſt 
Name in Letters, befides a Number of others, who 
ſet themſelves to anſwer the moſt artful and perni- 
2 cious 
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cious Book ever wrote againſt Revelation, with the 
moſt becoming Zeal. and Sobriety. Nor does the 
famous Book about the Prophecies, which deſervedly 
ſtands at the Head of this Controverſy againſt Collins, 
at all ſupport itſelf in this Part of the Argument. The 
very Principles and Topics, on which that Book 
endeayours to eſtabliſh the Reality of Types and 
ſecondary Prophecies, do prove the very contrary z 
and will, -if admitted, plainly and clearly ſhew, that 
theſe Modes of Information were not employed and 
made Uſe of by Maſes and the Prophets. » 
On the other Hand, it is as remarkable, that 
Dr. Middleton, who concurs with Collins in explod - 
ing and diſcarding theſe Modes of Information, yes 
goes upon ſuch Principles as will oblige him to ſup» 
poſe the Reality of them. | 75 Wy 
On the whole, I conceive, that the Author ef 
the D. L. may ſafely reſt the whole Controverſy 
with his zelieving Ad verſaries upon the Merit of the 
ing Argument here inforced : For it will not be 
poſſible to vindicate the Uſe and Propriety of Types, 
unleſs we ſuppoſe, that the Doctrines repreſented 
and exhibited under them were ſuch as could not 
be opened and revealed .in the Time of Moſes and 
the Prontite,” And this will finally lead us to con» 
clude, THAT A FUTURE STATE WAS ONE- or 
THE GREAT GosPEL MYSTERIES, KEPT HID 
AND SECRETED FROM THE ANTIENT JEWISH 
CHURCH. . Fan 
1 ſhall eonclude theſe Remarks with a few Ob- 
ſervations on that common and popular Objection 
againſt the Argument of the D. 3 
« That a Religion, which does not contain the 
* Doctrine of a future State, would be unworthy of 
“God, fince it could afford no Comfort and Sup- 
« port to diſtreſſed penitent Sinners, when they came 
Sto die.“ | | 
5 And 


1 1 ; [ 1144 4 | 4 
And here T ſhall purſue the ſame Turn of Rex. 
ſoning'T have hitherto employed,” as the moſt ef. 
fectual againſt thoſe with whom I have to do; and 
ſhew, that ſeveral eminent and conſiderable Writers, 
and Others likewiſe, who have warmly oppoſed the 
Argument of the D. L. do ſuppoſe, that the Jews 


were left in the /ame, or a worſe Situation, than that 


aſſigned to them by this Argument. 
Nothing ſo damps Men's Alacrity in Endea- 
« your, as Deſperation or Diffidence of good Suc- 
* ceſs; nothing ſo quickens it as a Confidence, ot 
& ſtrong Preſumption thereof: And how then 
* could they (the Fews) be very earneſt in Endea- 
* yours to pleaſe God, who were not aſſured of 
& (yea, had ſo much Reaſon to diffide in) God's 
„ Placability and Readineſs (upon Repentance) to 
<&- forgive Sins wilfully and preſumptuouſly com- 
„ mitted, ſuch as no Man 2 lives altogethet 
free from? The not opening a Door of Mercy 
« ſeems diſcouraging, and apt to ſlacken Perform- 
cc ance of Duty; what was then the ſhutting it 
“ up cloſe, the bolting it with that Iron Bar, 
&© Curſed is he that abides not in all Things 
cc ecoritten in this Law' to do them? Which, at 
„ Jeaft, will exclude Aſſurance, will quaſh the Hopes 
& of Mercy, &c.” Barrow's Works, vol. 2. p. 209. 


Ed. 1683.“ 
«© Religi ous 


He obſerves too, that God, in the Law, made no direct 
or expreſs Promiſe of Grace. | 

This, he tells us, © was a main Defect in that Religion; apt 
« to hreed Fear in the Onfet upon Duty, to nouriſh Doubt in 
& the Performance thereof, to ſettle Deſpair upon a Fall or De- 
&« felt. It preſented to Men's Eyes the Obligation to Duty, the 
4 Difficulty . thereof, the Danger of tranſgreſſing it; but dig 
« not openly repreſent the Means requiſite to perform it. And 
« what can be more diſcouraging or diſcomforting, than to ſee 
« one's ſelf, upon great Peril and Penalty obliged to that which 
6 is apparently very hard, or (conſidering his Strength) im- 
5 poſſible, 


0 


& Religions Perſons who lived before the com- 


“ ing of Chriſt, knew that they were Sinners, and 
that they therefore had Need of the Favour and 
«© Mercy of God for the Remiſſion of their Sins. 
«© This Mercy they probably expected from that 
e promiſed Seed, who was to bruiſe the Serpent's 
«c 5 


d ; but, as hath been obſerved, they were but 


&« ſuperficially inſtructed in the Method by which 
« this Promiſe was to be fulfilled, Hence they 
« muſt neceſſarily gronm ſorely under the Weight of 
« their Sins; ſevere Curſes were denounced in the 
„Law againſt all who ſhould tranſgreſs it; theſe 
«© Curſes were plain and eaſy to be underſtood, but 


e the Promiſes of Pardon, thro' the Merits of a 


« Saviour, were more intricate and involved; 
« when therefore the Danger, which threatened 
« them, was ſo apparent, and the Methods of their 


e Eſcape were ſo ob/curely notified to them, it is no 


« Wonder if their Fears did very much cver-ballance 


& their Hopes. Hence is it, that the Spirit by 


«© which they were governed, is, in the Goſpel, 


e repreſented as a Spirit of Bondage.” Smatridge's 


Sermons, p. 315, 316. | | 
According to theſe learned Men, the Fews muſt 
have been © Yor om denving any Comfort and 
Support from the Conſideration of another Life, 
that they muſt have been greatly ternfied, had they 


« poſſible, no Help or Support being viſible? Eſpecially join- 
« ing the Conſideration before touched, that no Evaſion by 
Pardon, no Riſe by Repentance doth appear. Whence we 
„may well infer, that indeed, in Effect, this Diſpenſation was 
« what St. Paul calls it, a Miniſtry of Death and Condemnation ; 
0A Subjection to a Cunſel; a killing Letter; bearing nothing leſs 
jn the Looks and Language thereof, than certain Death and 
* unavoidable Ruin; a lying under inſupportable Slavery, both 
to the Guilt and the Puniſhment of Sin." p. 210. | 
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And he allows them no a 


11461 
been perfectly aſſured of its Truth: For fince theit 
Fears would naturally over-ballance theit Hopes, 
oy could have nothing to look for in another 
ife but Judgment, and divine Vengeance. 

According to Mr. Lock, the antient ems were 
perfe& Strangers to the Goſpel or Chriſtian Doc- 
trine of another Life, which lay concealed and hid 
in the myſterious and obſcure Prophecies of the Old 
Teftament.* | 

Cation, of 


or 
gaining eternal Happineſs by Virtue of the Law; 
ſince he affirms, that they were not equal to the 
Obedience, or able to diſcharge the Duties preſcrib- 
ed and required by it. | 


Agreeably to this Repreſentation of Thin 8, he 
ſpeaks of the Jeus as living in EI 


* V. Paraphraſe on 1 Cor. ii. 7. 6 
In his Note he adds, Whatever the Spirit of God had re- 
vealed of the Goſpel during the Times of the Law, was fo 
little underſtood by the Jews, in whoſe ſacred Writings it 
« was contained, that it might well be called the 7#;/dom of God 
« ina Myſtery, i. e. declared in obſcure Prophecies, and myſte- 
* rious Cons and Types.“ 

« 'Tho' he owns the Doctrine of the Goſpel to be contain- 
ed in the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, yet he every where 
*<. teaches, that it remained a Secret there, not underſtood. till 
«© they were led into the hidden evangelical Meaning of thoſe 
hs Paſſages by the Coming of Jeſus Chriſ.“ 1 Cor. ii. f. 

+ © There were two Defects in the Law whereby it became 
« unprofitable. ——The one was, its inflexible Rigour againſt 
« which it provided no Allay or Mitigation ; it left no Place 


« for Atonement ; the leaſt Slip was mortal; Death was the 


« inevitable Puniſhment of Tranſgreſſion by the Sentence of 
© the Law, which had no Temperament.—The other Weak- 
« neſs or Defect of the Law was, that it could not enable thoſe 
who were under it, to get a maſtery over their Fleſh, or fleſn- 
« 1y Propenſities, ſo to perform the Obedience required. The 


Law exacted eat Obedience, but afforded Men no 
Help againſt their Frailty or vicious Inclinations,” Reman: 
— 8 | 
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e age and Dread, under the -iofiexible Rigour of 


« the Law, under which. it 20s impoſſible for ibem 
0 20. expet?. aught but Death. Romans ity. 6. 
All the Endeavours after Righteouſneſs. of 
<« thoſe who were under the Law was loft Labour, 
** ſince any one Slip forfeited. Life: But the fin- 
© cere Endeavours after Righteouſneſs of thoſe,who 
< were under Grace, were ſure to ſucceed to the 
« attaining the Giſt of eternal Life.“ | Romans 
vi. 2. 

One of the Writers againſt the N. T. aſerts the 
two Points mentioned by Barrow and Lock, as Ar- 
Fun. of the Weakneſs and Imperſection of the 

Dr. Rutter forth affirms, that the Fetus had 
no Promiſe of the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, no 
Aſſurance that God would pardon and forgive Sins 


upon Repentance, And he affirms likewiſe, that 
the Want of theſe Advantages diſabled them from 


fulfilling the Conditions, and. diſcharging the Obe- 
dienee, upon which the Promiſe of eternal Life 
was made to them. c. 13.  * 

According to this Reaſoning, the eee Life 
promiſed in the Law, was placed out of tbe N 
of the antient Jews. 

Nay, what is worſe, they would have had ovary 
Thing tofear, and nathing to hope, from the Proſpect 
of another Life. They muſt have age: conſcious that 
they had tranſareſled i in ſome Particulars, and there- 
fore muſt have been ſenſible that they had incurred 
the future Puniſhment threatened by the Law. Now 


] muſt deſire the Reader to obſerve, that Iam not here de- 
claring any Opinion of my own, but only explaining what has 
been Telivered and affirmed by others. Ihe ſame Obſervation” 
ſhould, be applied to the other Parts of this Section. full 
Anſwer to this popular Objectiob will, 1 am told, be given in 
the laſt Volume of the Div. Leg. 
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this terrible Apprehenſion of divine Vengeance, and 
fearful looking for of future Judgment, would have 
filled their Minds with more Anxiety and Uneaſi- 
neſs, than can be ſuppoſed to ariſe from the mere 
Ignorance of a future State. | 

Upon this Hypothefis therefore they would have 
been all their Life Time ſubjedt to Bondage through 
Fear of Death, in a much more unbounded Senſe, 
than that aſſerted by the Author of the D. I.“ 


* 1. This Doctor's Poſition, which makes eternal Life 
the Promiſe of the Law, will, I apprehend, entangle him in 
great and inexplicable Difficulties. For I would aſk, whether 
the Jeaus were qualified to perform the Obedience, to which 
Life and Immortality were annexed by the Law? If he anſwers 
in the Affirmative, he muſt ſuppoſe that the Goſpel was ſuper- 
fluous and unneceſſary. / Righteouſneſs come by the Law, then 
Chrift is dead in vain. Gal. ii. 21. 

If he anſwers in the negative, he muſt affirm, that the Zews 
lived under the perpetual Dread and Apprehenſion of divine 

Vengeance and 5 Judgment, and were left in a much more 
melancholy and diſconſolate Situation than that aſſigned to 
them by the Author of the D. L. | 

2. He tells us, that the Jews were well acquainted with the 
Promiſe of Redemption and a future State made to Abrabam. 
Now » this Covenant the Promiſe of eternal Life was made 
to Faith. | 


According to the Doctor, the Moſaic Covenant made the | 


Promiſe of eternal Life to Works. 

But is it not a little unnatural to ſu that God ſhould 
put Men at the ſame Time under two ſuch ſeparate and diſtin 
Covenants :—One of which offer'd Salvation upon the mild, 

tle, and gracious Terms of the Goſpel; while the other pre- 
cribed ſuch and ſevere Conditions, as no one could come 
up to; ſuch as demanded a perfect, abſolute, and. unſinning 

bedience ? i 

I ſhall not ſtay to examine his Hypotheſis here at large, but 
would only aſk, how the Jews could t be ſaid to be all their Life 
Time ſubject to bondage through Fear of Death, if had a 
Promiſe and Aſſurance of a Redemption from the Curſe of the 
Law by the Son of God? | Le” | 
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its Members 
** Hniritua one, or how the King of it was to preſide over it, 


a * chis Kingdom.“ 40, 43. 
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The Biſhop of London, upon his own Principles, 
can afford the Jeus no better Hope and Aſſurance 
of a future Stats than Mr. Warburton. He will not 

retend that they had the Promiſe of eternal. 

ife by the Law, becauſe this would make the 
Sanctions of the Law ſpiritual and future, as well 
as temporal and preſent, in flat Contradiction to 
his Syſtem.——— He will not ſay, that they 
had the Promiſe of eternal Life by Faith in Chrift, 
becauſe he affirms, that the better Hopes of the 
Goſpel did not ſubſiſt together with the temporal 
Promiſes of the Law; for that the firſt would 
have entirely vacated and ſuperſeded the laft. 
Other Paſſages too, quoted above from his Diſ- 
courſes on Proph . plainly ſhew, that he de- 
nies the eus all Knowledge of the ſpiritual Bleſ- 
ſings and Advantages belonging to the new Cove- 
nant. 

Dr. Sykes and Mr. Pyle both — us, chat the 
Scheme of our Redemption, as ed and ex- 
plained in the Goſpel, was a Mo ery kept ſecret 
and hid from the antient Jewiſh Church.“ | 

The Doctor tells us, that the Law * 28 
«© ſome Faint, and languid, and remote 
future good Things, of Remiſſion of N = 


* Pyle's Paraphraſe on 1 Cor. ii. 9. Tho! a Kingdom 
<« was foretold in Daniel, yet it was only foretold in general 
« that ſuch a Thing ould be: But then as to the particular 
Nature of it, _ ſhould: be its Laws, or what the Condi- 
« tions of living in i, or or what ſhould be the Qualifications of 

BED Whether it was to be a /empora/ one, or a 


* the Event alone could ſhew clearly.” L upon the Truth of 


the Chriflian Religion," p. 32, 171. 


He aſſures us, that even John the Baptiſt was « ignorant of 
the true Nature and Properties, or the Tendency and Deſign 
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«eternal Happineſs, but the real and ſubſtatitia 
« Foundation for ſuch Expectations is. from 
the W come of Jeſs. Mo: sc, b re 5 


| ee affirms too, that the Way into the true 

Holy of Holes, in Heaven, was not ſifficis 
« 'ezitly cleared up during the firſt Tabernacle,” or 
was not copy covered: wv 4 Low? 
p. 191, 19 I: An 
N Though iche Law might contain ſome oh 
ſcure, faint Intimations of à future Life, and 
the Happineſs of good Men; yet it no where 
gives us any Perfeli * of them.” 
p. 188. 

Now faint, obſcure, and remote Iidinations of 
theſe future good Things, when addreſſed to ſo 
groſs,” ſtupid, and carnal a People as the Fews, 
— 5 amount to much the ſame as no Intimations 
a all we 
"And this the Doctor himſelf muſt ſuppoſe, when 
he fays, that the Way to Heaven was not ſufficiently 
cleared up under the Law; for what poſſible Senſe 
can theſe Words have, unleſs they mean that 
the Doctrine of a future State was not ſo plainly 
revealed as to be obvious and viſible to the anticnt 
Jews © 

According to the Doctor's own Account thite- 
fore, the Jews were left without any ſufficient, Pro- 
miſe and Aſſurance, either of a future State, or 
of the Pardon and Remiſſion of their Sins. 
At the ſame Time he denies the Reality of an 
extraordinary Providence deſcending to Particulars; 
ſuch a Proidence as often and generally en to 
| puniſh and reward Men in this 

He cannot pretend therefore, that his own Syl- 
tem leaves the Jews in a a better Situation, than that 

given 


e 
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Let us go next to Doctor Stebbing. Now the 


pn jection ſeems to bear as hard upon him, 
upon the Author of the D. L. For 1. he can no 
longer pretend, that the Jets were in Poſſeſſion of 
the Doctrine of a future State; becauſe he affirms, 
that an extraordinary Providence was neceſſary to 


ſupply the Want of 'it under the Law. 2. If he 


contends with the Oh that this Notion was 
neceſſary to ſupport the Few Religion, he will 
n himſelf in great and unſurmountable Diffi- 


** I beg Leave to ny a Word or two farther concerning this 
Doctor's Syſtem. 

1. The Difference between him and the Author of the D. 
L. is fo ſmall as to be hardly ſenſible. Mr. V. ſays, a future 
State was not revealed by Moſes. he Doctor aſſerts, that 
it was not /afficiently cleared up by him. Now with regard to 
the Influence of this Doctrine, there ſeems to be ſcarce any 
Difference between a dark and in/ufficient Revelation, and no 
x” The Bod ill es that all al and 

2. | wee?//ar 
Articles were plainly and clearly —— Jeauiſß Se 
Since he contends re, that a future State was not plainly 


and clearly revealed by Moſes, he muſt own, that this aua. not @ 


* and dane 0 Article of the Jewiſh Religion, 
1 he — that the Law offer d only ſome aint and 

Wy or /anguid and remote Tntimations of another Life; he 
will not pretend, that future Rewards and Puniſhments were its 
real and proper Sanctions. For Common Senſe tells us, that 
the Sanctions of a Law or Religion ought to be delivered in the 
moſt plain, open, and eflicite Terms. 

He contends, that the temporal Sanctions of the Law did not 
extend to Particulars and Individuals. 

And thus the Law is ſtripped and diveſted of all Sanctions 
whatſoever, with + to Particulars and Individuals. | 

Here then I would defire him to reflect, whether he has left 
the Moſaic Inſtitution avy proper Foundation at all, fince he 
has both denied it the Support of an extraordinary Fee, 
and the Sanction of a future State ? 
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the one true God _ the Iſraelites, while it was 


. 
culties: For this would oblige him to prove agai 
the Deiſts, that a future State was plainly and dif. 
tinctly revealed in the Writings of Moſes. 3. His 
own Vindication and Account of Types plainly ſup- 
poſes, that Providence deſigned to hide and conceal 
this Doctrine from the Fezwiſo.; Church. Since 
therefore he has declared it orthodox, and aſſigned 
it a Place in his own Syſtem, he is equally con- 
cerned with the Author of the D. L. to clear and 
remove both the preſent and all other Exceptions 
that may be, or have been raiſed againſt it. 
_= And; here it is not unpleaſant to obſerve, that 
the Doctor is himſelf obliged at laſt to diſcharge the 
ſeveral Objections that he had with ſo much Sweat 
and Labour heap'd up in his firf Pampblet, in 
order to embarraſs and diſtreſs his learned Adver- 


n * | ©; wii 
61 i ſhall therefore venture to congratulate Mr. . 
upon the Acceſſion of his net Ally + And as he 
hath taken various Meaſures to ſupport the Doctrine 
of the Div. Leg. I ſhall conclude with a Recapitula- 


tion of them. 1 ae i hs 
1. Mr. V tells us, that an extraordinary Provi- 


| dence is really exhibited and repreſented in holy 


Scripture z and that its Interpoſitions were frequent 
enough to perpetuate and preſerve the Memory of 


loft every where elſe. In this Aſſertion he is ſtrong- 
iy ſeconded by the Doctor, who. ſays, © that the 
« 7ews were under the immediate Direction of 
„ God, who manifeſted himſelf to them by the 
% Voice of his Prophets; and by a great Variety 
of extraordinary and uncommon Events, gave 
«*« them znconteftible Evidence of bis Preſence among 


K 5 them. 


But 


rn 
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But the Doctor goes farther, and agrees with. our 
Author in affirming, that the Fewyſb Inſtitution 
would have been worthy of Providence; had it 


ſerved no other End, than merely to ſupport and 


keep up the Memory of the one God in Judaa, 
while the reſt of the World was overſpread with 
kenia and Idolatry. 

2. Mr. V. in his ſecond Argument: obſerves; 
that Moſes. omitted to make a future State the 
Sanction. of his Religion: And he contends, that 
the vous * * — account for this Omiſ- 
ſion, unleſs they ſu to have. been 
ſatisfied and Alus, that he ſhould be ſ — 
in an extraordinary manner. Now as the 
has advanced nothing to enable the Deiſts to anſwer 
or evade this Argument, one may conclude, that 
he entirely agrees to its Force. 

3. Mr. . 's fr Argument runs thus: 60 What- 
ſoever Religion and Society have no future State 
for their Support, muſt be ſupported by an ex- 
„ traordinary Providence. 

«© The JewiſoReligionand Society had no _— 
«« State for their Sup 

« Therefore the Few Religion ail 
« were ſupported by an extraordinary. Front 


«© dence.“ 

Here the Doctor himſelf allows the PTY 
The Deiſls as frankly confeſs the minor. He muft 
own therefore, that this Argument is well calcu- 
lated for the c of theDeifts.* | 


Rs The 


Here one may obſerve, that this minor Propoſition has 
been conſidered in very different Lights by different Parties. 
The Deiſts urge it as an Objection to the Truth and divine 
Original of the Law. On the other Hand, Mr. V. has al- 
ledged it as a Proof that the La was ſupported by an e 


dinary 
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4. The Doctor himſelf allows the minor as well 
as the mgjor: For his own Account of Types and 
fecdndary Prophecies obliges him to ſuppoſe, that the 
Doctrine of a future State was hid and concealed 

from the Zewith Church. - — 67.2 Gt: 
8 In another Place the Doctor affirms, that the 
Jews had not fo clear and diſtinct à Revelation of a 
re State, as would be ſufficient to preſerve and 
Religion, without the Diſpenſation of an 
extraordinary Providence. If he does not here al- 
low the minor in all the Latitude and Extent in 
which it is aſſerted by the Author of the D. L. yet 
he allows it ſo far as will anſwer all the Purpoſes of 
the preſent Argument. For no Revelation of a 
future State, that would not ſerve to vacate and ſu- 
pes the Uſe and Neceſſity of an extraordinary 
rovidence, would be ſufficient to deſtroy and over- 


throw the Concluſion we are here inforcing.* 


C 
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7 — Providence. As for Dr. Stebhing, he ſeems at different 
imes, and as different Purpoſes may require, to agree with 
both of them. Sometimes he aſſerts with the Deiſts, that this 
Circomftance would be a Scandal and Diſgrace to Revelation; 
and ſometimes he affirms with our Author, that it would infer 
an extraordinary Providence, or ſerve to prove the Truth and 
Divinity of the LW. 31 


Here I would obſerve, that nothing more is required to 
eſtabliſh the Argument of the D. L. than the Conceſſion that a 
future State was but faintly, obſcurely, and imperfeQly reveal- 
ed under the Law. For the Biſhop of London, Dr. Srebbing, and 
all our orthodox Divines allow, that faint, obſcure, and imper- 
fe& Revelations of this Doctrine would not be ſufficient to main- 


tain and preſerve Religion, without the Diſpenſation of an ex- 


traordinary Providence. 


I we may believe the beſt Writers of all Parties and Deno- 
minations, nothing more than dark, ambiguous, and remote 
Intimations of another Life are delivered in the Writings of 


Moſes ! 
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6. He bwns that the rare, flight, and i 
Mention of a future State in the Old Teſtament, 
can only be explained and accounted for upon the 
Suppoſition, that the antient Fews lived, 
under an extraordinary Providence. 

J have next ſhewn, that his Method of Rea- 
ſoning muſt expoſe the Jeuiſb Inſtitution to the 
Scorn and Deriſion of Unbelievers. 1. He aff 
that an extraordinary Providence was only — 
in order to ſupply the Want of a clear, perfect, and 
diſtinct Revelation of a future State under the Law. 
If therefore he contends that the Jeum were in 
full Poſſeſſion of this Doctrine, he muſt give up 
to the Deiſts the Scripture Notion of an — 
dinary Providence as abſolutely falſe and 
leſs. 2. He aſſerts, that the Doctrine o > fa: 
ture State is a neceſſiry and efſential Part of 


Me, The belt Writers therefore of all Parties 8 
tions have allowed all that is neceſſary to ſupport the Argu- 
ment of the D. L. 2 1 bung 

Epiſcopius, Curce ut, Limberch, o often ſpeak Ws 
as 2 nothing more than ſome flight, ſuperficial, and im- 

perfect Notices of this Doctrine. 

"Mw of the greateſt Lights of our own Church hive allerted 
the ſame Thing. 

But it will make moft for my preſent Purpoſe to obſerve, 
that Dr. Syles and Dr. Stebbing, notwithſtanding they differ ſo 
widely in almoſt all other Matters, do yet agree in affirming, 
that a future State was not plainly and ditinciy revealed by 
Moſes. 

Te Biſhop of London and Dr. Middleton had entertained very 
different Opinions woes» be Scripture, in ſome very fun- 
damental and eſſential Articles; but both concur in aflert; 
e the Goſpel were not brought in under 
the Law. 

The Doctor indeed fpeaks of the Goſpel Doctrine of Salva- 
tion, or the Promiſe of eternal Life by Jeu Chrift, as a — | 
tery hid from Ages and Generations, and not revealed till the 


. 


every 


6 
every Religion that comes from God. This 
Aſſertion will oblige him to give up the Truth and 
Authority of the Law, ſince he cannot prove 
that this Doctrine was plainly and clearly reveal - 
ed by Moſes. | | | 
_ 2 He ſuppoſes, that a future State was deli- 
vered in the Law under the Veil of Types; and 
he ſuppoſes withal, that the Doctrines thus deli- 
vered were purpoſely hid and concealed from the 
Fewiſh Church. Now if this Notion was neceſſary 
to ſupport Religion at this Time, what poſſible 
End could be anſwered by covering and ſecreting it 
from the People "TY 
As for myſelf, I never propoſed or undertook, 
(except upon the Principles advanced by the Wri- 
ters againſt Mr. V.) to prove, that the Jeu 
had not the Knowledge of a future State; nor was 
I under any Neceſſity of embarking in this Enquiry, 
as the Doctor's Conceſſions were of themſelves ſuf- 
ficient to eſtabliſh the Argument of the D. L. 
I have indeed ſaid, that Mr. VJ. had made good 
this Point, or proved, that the Body of the Je 
had not this Doctrine; and for this I appeal to the 
Paſſages of Scripture produced in the D. L. for this 
Purpoſe, moſt of which Dr. Stebbing has himfelf 
ſhewn to be ſtrictly and properly deciſive of the 
preſent Queſtion, | 

TI can aſſure the impartial Reader, I am vey 
far from having entertained any particular Fondneſs 
or unreaſonable Prejudice in Favour of the Argu- 
ment of the D. L. and ſhall be glad to embrace the 
common - Syſtem, as ſoon as ever the Doctor ſhall 
ſhew me how it may be made confiſtent with R 18 
own: Principles, or indeed with any reaſonable 
Principles whatſoever. N N 
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With this View I have made bold to recall the 
Doctor to the Defence of this Syſtem; for at pre- 
ſent I cannot ſee how he will be able to prove 
the Reality of an extraordinary Providence under 
the Law, or the Reaſonableneſs and Propriety of 
Types and ſecondary Prophecies, without adopt- 
ing the Argument of the Div. Leg. which ſhews, 
that the Jews had 0 the Doctrine of a future 
State. Nn W 4 140 HM 

Nor need he be aſhamed of this ' Conceſſion; 
Some of our moſt able and eminent Divines, in their 
Defences of revealed Religion, have been obliged 
to argue the ſame Suppoſition. It is evidently 
the Caſe of the Lord Biſhop of London, in his excel. 
lent and juſtly- celebrated Diſcourſes on the Uſe aud 


1 as Tas git n 238 
It has been obſerved that the Doctor, if determined tplupport 
his old Principles againſt all Oppoſers, will greatly contribute 
to the Credit of the Argument of the D. L, 1. For then he 
muſt undertake the 5 of an extraordinary Providence 
againſt Dr. Sykes. 2. He muſt ſhew, againſt Dr. Rutter forth, 
that the Sanctions of the Law.were purely temporal. And, 
3. he muſt prove againſt him/el/, that the Jews had not the 
Doctrine of a future State. 8 1 
He is evidently obliged to make this good, becauſe he con- 
tends, that neither the Reality of an extraordinary Providence, 
nor the Propriety and Reaſonableneſs of Types and ſecondary 
Prophecies, can be ſupported againſt the Ohledions of Upbe- 
lievers without adopting this Principle. get 
As Dr. Stebbing has attacked the main Point advanced by Dr. 
Sykes, ſo Dr. Sykes bas returned his Compliment, and denied 
the Jews the Knowledge of the Chriſtian or revealed Doctrine 
of a future State, which is aſſerted by Dr. Stebbing, and made 


his great and principal Objection to the Argument of the 
D | 


Upon the whole, the Reader wilt obſerve, 1. that no one 
Point has heen advanced by Mr. V. in which he is not ſeconded 
by ſome or other of his Opponents. 2. That no one Point has 
been aſſerted by any of theſe Writers againſt him, which ſome 
or other of them have not engaged to confute and over- 


throw. 
Intent 


* 
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Intent of Prophecy; in which ſeveral Paſſages would 
appear to be perfectly unintelligible; many of his 
main Arguments weak and inconclufive ; and the 
whole Scheme and Tenour of his Vindication of the 
antient Prophecies utterly groundleſs and unſup- 
— if Lee went upon: any Principles but thoſe of 
e Div. Leg. "tt 
It indeed plainly appears, even from his Lord- 
ſhip's own Attempt, to remove the Difficulties ob- 
jected to the Moſaic Hiſtory of ibe Fall, that they 
can only be removed by the Aid of theſe Princi- 


8 Queſtion of Types and 


ſecondary Prophecies againſt the Author of the 


Grounds and Reaſons ; and here Dr. Stebbing affures 
us, that his Lordſhip cannot ſucceed in this Part of 


the Argument, unleſs he will allow and ſuppoſe, 


with Mr. Warburton, that the Jews had not the 
Knowledge of a future State.“ 


* 'This Queſtion has been undertaken againſt Mr. Collius both 
by the Biſhop, and the Author of the D. L.——lt might be 
worth while to ſcrutinize and compare together their — ive 

ents. Something of this kind has done by another 
Writer, with reſpect to the Alliance betwen Church and State, and 
the Biſhop's Vindication of the Corporation and Tefl- da, where he 
points out ſome great and fundamental Deſects in his Lordſhip's 
ſtem ; and ſhews, that the Principles aſſerted by him, furmſh 
s Adverſaries with ſtrong and unanfwerable Arguments againſt 
his Cauſe, (vid. Expoſition of the orthodox Syſtem of Civil Right: 
and Church Power, delivered in the Writings of Dr. Stebbing; 
and indeed his Lordſhip's warmeſt, Admirers ſeem to be convinc- 
ed at laſt, that this is the real Caſe. For the late Controverſy 
concerning an Eſtabliſhment, a Teſt-Law, and the Power and 
Authority of the Church, has obliged them to abandon the 0/7 
Sem, and to recur to the Alliance, as the only Refuge, that 
could ſerve to ſhelter and ſecure them againſt the Attacks of 
thoſe Gentlemen who diſſent from the eſtabliſhed Church. (via. 


Mr. White's late Pamphlets.) 


It 
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It would be needleſs to recount the ſeveral Par- 
ticulars advanced by this great and learned Man, 
which, I ſuppoſe his Advocates will be greatly 
embarraſſed to defend, againſt the Objections of 
Unbelievers, without having Recourſe to the Prin- 
ciples of the Divine Legation. 

But it will be Time enough to explain theſe 
Matters at large, when any of them ſhall attempt 
to ſhew, that his Lordſhip's Diſcourſes on Prophecy 
may be defended, or the Objections of Dr, Middleton 
and Mr. Gllins fairly and effectually removed, upon 
this newly authenticated Principle, That ihe early 
Fews were in Poſſeſſion of the Doctrine of Life and In- 
moryality, delivered down to them traditionally. from 
ibe Patriarchs. | 6 
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Occaſion d by the AuTawor's Abſence. 


P 9, 1. 2 of the Note, dele or. I. 25, for Convention read 
@ Conwocation. p. 15, I. 22, for more read mere. p. 1, 1. 
19, for Cauſe read Caſe. p. 32, I. 4, for natural read national. 
p. 38, I. 19, for is here read are here. p. 47, 1, 34, dele but. p. 
47, I. 13, for Deifts read Deift. p. 54, I. 12, for no read fo. p. 

59, I. 28, for figned read conſigned. p. 84, I. 30, for leaſt read /aft. 
p. 92, I. 23, for /o fight read ſo fight is the Difference. p. 96, I. 
14, for Conclufion of the ſaid D. L. read Concluſion of the ſaid 
Argument of the D. Z. p. 101, I. 15 of the Note, for aa, 
read was nat. p. rob, I. 23, for fuch read theſe. p. 110, I. 12, 
13, for they contain read it contains. p. 111,.1. 12, for upon it 
read upon them. p. 112, I. wult. for How read Now. p. 113, 1. 4 
of the Note, add Grotius in loc, p. za, I. 2, for Deifts read Deift.. 
p-. 123, l. 2 for the will read will they. I. 2 of the Notes, for 
Animal read Animad, p. 120, I. 9, dele the Comma after Means. 
I. 12, for under it read under #hem. I. 16, for certainly read Cer- 
tainty. p. 137, I. 30. for tells read tell. p. 147, L 4 of the Note, 
for other Parts of this Section read other 3 eftimpnits here cited. p. 
158, I. wlt, for Pamphlets read Pamphlete / 
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APPENDIX. 
Containing LzTT®&88 which paſſed be- 
tween Dr. Middleton and Mr. War- 


burton. 


HE following Letters having fallen into my 
Hands, I thought I ſhould make the Reader 
no unwelcome Preſent in ſubjoining them to my 
Book. No learned Man but would be willing to 
know the Sentiments of theſe two Writers on fach 
intereſting Subjects as the Characters of C1cz xo and 
Mosxs; no inquiſitive Man but what would be wil- 
ling to know what Mr. V. thought of the Doctor's 
Hero, and what the Doctor thought of his. 

I had another Reaſon for obliging the Public 
with the Doctor's Letter: It was to preſent the 
Adverſaries of the Divine Legation with a better 
Model of an Anſwer than any they have either 
given, or followed, in the Courſe of this Diſpute. 
They will be here gratified with an ingenious and 
acute Objection againſt the Argument of the Div. 
Leg. urged in a very learned and maſterly Man- 
ner, without the pitiful Evaſion expoſed above, of 
taking Refuge in the Revelation-Syſtem: 


M Dr. 
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for my long Silence. T 
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Dr. MippisToN's LETTER to 
Mr. WarzurTopYN. 


1 
- 


Sir, Dorchefter, Sept. 11, 1736. 


"OUR Candor, I hope, has already prevent- 
ed me in — ſome favourable Excuſe 

e Truth, which is always 

the beſt Apology, is, that I was abſent from Cam- 
bridge, when your Letter arrived there, and though 
it was tranſmitted to me at this Place, yet it found 
me in no Condition to anſwer it, either to your Satis- 


faction or my own. I am here unprovided of 
Tulh's Works, and without the Help of my Papers 


to furniſh any Hints to me on the Subject; ſpending 
my Time ſuitably to the Taſte and Temptations of 
the. Country, in Cards at home, and Sports abroad; 
yet I could not longer defer to pay my Thanks at 
leaſt for the great Entertainment, that it gave me 


 withPromiſe of further Payment, as ſoon as J am able. 


The Point, that you undertook to make good con- 
cerning Tully, is, that he did not believe a future 


State. In Proof of which you maintain, that in his 


Epiſtles onely, of all his Works, we are to look for 


Bis real Sentiments. 


This, tho? ſupported by you very ingeniouſly, is 
not, I own, agreeable to the Notion, that IT had 
formed from my general Acquaintance with his 
Writings: And as I have not yet had Leiſure to 
make it the Subject of a particular Enquiry, ſo at 
preſent I can only give my looſe and indigeſted 
Thoughts on the Matter; which I ſhall do very 


freely, and in the Method, that you have ſketched 
out to me. 


You aſſign four Reaſons of the Difficulty of diſ- 
covering Tully*'s Opinions on the important Queſti- 
| Bs 


r T raci.co eas oe oo 


ber ͤ „ ¶éB ͤU&ß ẽůÄͤ!̃ Äům WO HT 


FFF 


r 

ons of Philoſophy. 1. The Character of the anci- 
ent Philoſophy in general. 2. The manner in 
which the Romans received the Greek Philoſophy. 
3. The Nature of that Philoſophy, which Tilly 
eſpouſed. 4. The peculiar Character of the Man. 
+ I. By the firſt, you mean the double Doctrine of the 
old Maſters; the external, and internal; the one for 
the Vulgar, the other for the Adept. But whats 
ever Effect this had in Greece, where that Way of 
Teaching ſeems to have been drop'd, long before 
Tully ; it certainly had none in Rome, or at leaſt in 
Tully's Writings: The End and . Purpoſe of which 
was to explain to his Countrymen, in the moſt per- 
ſpicuous Manner, whatever the Ancients had 
taught on every Article, either of ſpeculative or 

practical Knowledge. 1 
2. The: Romans, you ſay, were far from the Hu- 
monr of the Greeks ; and did not regard ihe Doctrine 
of the SefF, that they eſpouſed, as a Rule of Life, but 
a kind of Furniture ouely for their Rhetoric Schools. But 
I ſee no Ground for this Diſtinction; if there was 
any between them, the Greeks were certainly the 
more diſputatious, and, agreeably to St. Paul's 


Character of them, more curious and fond of every 


Wing new. Cato, you ſee, from the Teſtimony, 
that you produce, made the Stoical Doctrine bis 
Rule of living; and tho' he is laugh'd at for it by 

Cicero, yet not for making Philoſophy his Rule, 
but. that particular Philoſophy, which was incompa- 
tible with common Life. , 

There is a Letter from Tu/ly to Trebatius, upon 
his turning Epicurean; in which he rallies him for 
his new Principles, which muſt neceſſarily ſpoil the 
Lawyer, as breaking thro all the old Forms of 
ſecuring Faith and Property amongſt Men: and con- 
cludes; that if be was ſerious in the Change, he was 


Perry for it; if to make bis Court only to Panſa, be ex- 
M 2 | 


Fuſed 
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| cuſed it, (Fam. l. 7. 12.) This ſhews, that the 


Choice of a Se& was not thought a Thing indiffer- 
ent, but ſuppoſed to operate in Life and Manners, 
If then, as Tully ſays, a great Part took up their 
Philoſophy diſputandi cauſa, non ita vivendi; yet 
this was not the Thing generally intended by it, 
but on the contrary, what was generally thought 
blameable. Nor was it peculiar to the Romans, 
any more than to the Greeks, or to any other Peo- 
ple, not 10 live up to the Rule, that they profeſſed ; 
Juſt as we ſee it now in the Caſe of Religion, which 
a great Part in all Countries contend for very 
warmly, yet practiſe very cold. 

3. You make the Nature of Tully's Philoſophy an- 
other Source of Difficulty in finding out his real 
Sentiments. His Philoſophy was of the Academy; 
and whether of the old or the new, much the 
fame. But when you call it perfe&ly ſceptical, you 
ſeem to confound it with a different Se&, whoſe 
diſtinguiſhing Character was to doubt of every Thing : ) 
Whereas the Principle of the Academy was only 7o / 
ſuſpend their Aſent, till by examining all Sides of a 
Queſtion, they could diſcover be probable. For 
in ſpeculative Enquiries they diſclaimed all Certainty z 
and thought nothing ſo unworthy of a Philoſopher, 
as a roſh Aſſent, and the embracing for true what 
he did not comprehend. They imagined Truth 
and Falſhood to be ſo mix'd and blended by Nature, 
that it was extremely difficult, if not impoſſible, to 
ſeparate them entirely; that Probability was the 
utmoſt, that human Wit could arrive at. This 
therefore they made heir Rule, both of thinking and 


acting. What the other Sects affirmed with Af 


ſurance, they made it their Taſk to confute or ſhew 
to be uncertain; taking from each ſtill what they 
liked, and following it, with this Difference only: 
that what the others called true, they called pros 
bable. This, 


1 
Ibis, of all others, was the moſt rational Way 
of philoſophizing; ſubjecting them to no Maſter, 
no Hftem of Opinions; but leaving a Liberty to 
chuſe, after a free Enquiry, whatever was found 
moſt agreeable to Reaſon and Nature. But what is 
there in this to create Difficulty in diſcovering a 
Man's Opinions, whenever he thinks fit to declare 
them? It might create, perhaps, ſome Diffidence 
in declaring them; and a Diſpoſition, to confute 
rather what others aſſert, than to aſſert any Thin 

of his own: But their Rule ſtill was as certain an 

conſiſtent as of any other Sect; and when per- 
ſuaded, of any Opinion, they purſued it as re- 
omen and explained as freely as any of the 
re 


4. But the Embarraſ5, you ſay, is compleated by 
the peculiar Character of the Man; which you con- 
fider in three different Capacities, of the Orator, the 
Stateſman, the Philoſopher ; and contend, that he 
not only contradicts in one, what he affirms in an- 
other, but is inconſiſtent with himſelf, even when be 
ſpeaks from one and the ſame Perſon: Yet from the 
beſt Attention, that I have been able to pay to his 
Hiſtory, I find in him but one general, conſiſtent, 
glorious Character, of a great and good Man, act- 
ing and ſpeaking on all Occafions, what the great- 
eſt Prudence with the greateſt Virtue would ſug- 

eft. 

: As an Orator, it was his Buſineſs to inforce, with 
all the Power of Eloquence, whatever he thought 
ſerviceable to his Client, and uſeful to the Cauſe, 
that he was defending. Of this Part he acquitted 
himſelf with Glory ; and tells us himſelf, what the 
Nature of the Thing would tell us for him, that we 
are not to expect his real Sentiments here. 

As a Stateſman, the Caſe is ſtill the fame. In 
his Harangues to the People he gives a different 
; 3 Account, 
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Account, you obſerve, of the ſame Fact, from 
what he had done in the Senate; that is, he adapts 
his S ile and Arguments to the different Genius of 
each Aſſembly ; to engage them both the more ef- 
fectually to pramote the Meaſures, that he was then 
ein 15 -y: | Week: 
As : Philofaphes: if we join the Character of 
an Academic, we ſhall find, him equally conſiſtent, 
For I cannot help agreeing with Bexley, in taking 
this For the Key of his philoſophical Writings, as 
much as I do with you, in your fixing the Time of 
his changing the Academy. This was the Philo- 
ſophy, that he profe ſsd through Life; and to which 
he profeſſes himſelf indebted for all his Succeſs in 
it: And this Clue will lead us through ha! 
rinih of Contradictious, which you ſeem to diſcover 
in his Works. | 
In his Book of Divination, you ſay, be combats 
all Augury ; but in his Book of Laws declares for it; 
ing manner too ſerious to ſuſpett him of feigning. Yet 
all the Matter is, that in the one he acts the Philo- 
ſopher ; in the other the Stateſman : In his Trea- 
tiſe on Divination, he aſlerts and eſtabliſhes it in the 
firſt Book, in the Perſon of his Brother, by all the 
Arguments, that can be brought for it; and refutes 
them all in the ſecond, in his own Perſon, This is 
the true Spirit of the Academy; after examining both 
Sides, to reject what has nothing ſolid in it. Yet 
in his Treatiſe on Laws, he recommends Augury; 
and no Wonder: for tho? he laughed at it as a Phi- 
loſopher; he had a great Opinion of it as a Politi- 
clan: And always ſpeaks of tbe Invention of its Cert» 
monies, and the mating them Part of the civil Confti- 
tution, as an Inſtance of the greateſt Wiſdom and Prus- 
dence in their Anceſtors, For it was wholly agreeable 
to that Scheme of Policy, which he conſtantly pur- 
| ſued from the Beginning to the End of yy of 
OW. 
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throwing the chief Influence and Balance of Power 
in State Matters into the Hands of the better 
Again you take Notice, that in his Book on the 
Nature of the Gods, he reflects on thoſe, as 100 curi- 
ous or impertinent, who were calling upon him on all 
Occaſions to declare his own Opinion: Qui autem 
requirunt, quid quaque de re ipſi ſentiamus, curigſius 
id faciunt, quam neceſſe eſt. (I. 1. F 5.) yet in his Acas 
demic Queſtions, he ſwears, that he always ſpeaks 
what be thinks: Furarem — me et ardere ſtudio 
veri reperiehdi, et ea ſentire, que dicerem. (I. 4. 10.) 
In the firſt of theſe Works, he profeſſes onely to col- 
lect what the old; Philoſophers had taught; and, 
according to the Method of the Academy, to com- 
bat the Opinion of one Sect, with that of another, 
without declaring his on: So that the Difficulty 
of diſcovering it is not owing here, as you intimate, 
to any Obſcurity in delivering it; but to his not deli- 
vering it at all. But in the Academic Queſtions, as 
far as I can underſtand the Paſſage without the Con- 
text to aſſiſt me, he does not ſwear, as you render 
it, that he always ſpeaks what be thinks, but onely, 
that be thinks what he is there ſpeaking : And if ſo, 
it confirms what I have been ſaying of the Acade- 
my, and its being /he true Key of his Sentiments. 

But you aſſert, bat his Sentiments are not to be 
collected from any of his Writings, that were deſigned 
for the Public, which include all but his Letters, be- 
cauſe, in all his Writings of that Kind, he affected an 
Ob/curity. This is the firſt Time that I have ever ſeen 
the Character of oc“, apply*d to Tully*s Writings : 
Surely no Man's Stile was ever farther removed 
from it, or more remarkably ſhining and perſpicu- 
- ous, than his. But the whole Charge of Obſcurity, 
and all the Contraſt of Sentiments found in diffe- 
rent Party of his Works may eaſily be folved, by 
M 4 h con- 
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conſidering onely the different Circumſtances, - in 
which they were delivered. By attending to this, 
we ſhall find his very Contradictions to be Conſiſ- 
tencies, and nothing elſe but. what was prudent and 
proper to be ſaid by one and the ſame Man; acti 
the different Parts of the Orater, tbe Stateſman, the 
Philoſopher. 41 | 

To come then at laſt to the principal Point in 
queſtion ; the Diſcovery of his real Thoughts con- 
cerning a future State, which are to be collected onely, 
you ſay, from his Epiſiles. And ſo far I agree, 
that in familiar Letters we may expect to find him 
more open and undiſguiſed, and as far as he touches 
any Subject, treating it with leſs Reſerve, than in 
Works deſigned for the Public: Yet all his Letters, 
as you allow, are not of this Sort: In many of 
them it was his Buſineſs to ſay, not ſo much what 
was true, as what would pleaſe. But let us ſee 
what he has actually ſaid in the Teſtimonies, that 
you have produced from them. In a Letter to At-. 
ticus, (I. 4. 10.) Sed de illa ambulatione, fors viderit, 
aut fi qui eſt, qui curet, deus. To Torquatus, (Ep, 
fam. I. 6. 3.) Sed hec conſolatio levis eft : Alla gra- 
vior, qua te uti ſpero, ego certe utor ; Nec dum ero, 
angar ulla re, cum omni vacem culpa: Et fi non era, 
ſenſu omnino carebo. Again, (ib. 4.) Deinde quod mihi 
ad conſolationem commune tecum eſt, fi jam vocer ad 
exitum vile, non ab ea republica avellar, qua caren- 


dum eſſe deleam, præſertim, cum id fine ullo ſenſu fu- 
turum fit, To Toranius, (ib. 21.) Cum confiljo pra- 


ci nibil pf, una ratio videtur, quicquid evenerit, 
ferre moderate, præſertim, cum omnium rerum mors 


fit exiremum. Nothing, you ſay, can be more ex- 


preſs than theſe Paſſages againſt a future State: And 
ſbat Tully ſpeaks in them his real Sentiments, there 
15 not the leaſt room to doubt. They were Letters gf 
Conſolatiqn to bis Friends, when be himſelf, by Ke 

on 
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Jon of the ill State of public I Fairs, moſt wanted Cun- 
lation. 

As to the firſt of theſe Paſſages; you allow it to 
be a Compliment to the Philoſophy of bis Friend Alti- 
cus, who was an Epicurean : And why is it not ſo 
too in the reſt? In the firſt to Torquatus, as in that 
to Alicus, the Caſe is put hypothetically, „i non ero: 
And the very Uſe of ſuch a Topic in Conſolation, 
implies, that theſe Friends alſo were Epicureans, 
and that he was adminiſtering Comfort from their 
Philoſophy, not his own, as likely to have the 
more Weight with them; or arguing, as we ſay, 
ad hominem, not expreſſing his real Sentiments. 

But as this is only conjectural, and, as ſome may 
think, contrary to Fact; let us try what other De- 
fence can be made, and what Uſe in this Caſe of 
our Key of the Academy. Though I have often re- 
fleted on theſe Paſſages, yet my Notion has al- 
ways been, that Tully did believe a future State. 
The whole Turn of his Writings, and the Tenor 
of his Life ſhew it : He lived expecting it, and al- 
ways, ſo as to deſerve it; and declares it to be a fa- 
vourite Opinion; which, though poſſibly an Error, 
he was reſolved to indulge. But we muſt remem- 
ber ſtill, that he was an Academic; that is, that he 
believed it only to be probable; and as 1 
neceſſarily admits the Degrees of more and leſs, 
it admits a Variety likewiſe in the Stability of our 
Perſuaſion: And as Tully himſelf ſays, on another 
Occaſion, quis autem eft, tanta quidem de re, quin . 
varie fecum ipſe diſputet? In a melancholy Hour, 
| when the Spirits are low, and the Mind under a 
| Dejection, an Argument appears in a very different 
Light; Objections acquire Strength; and what hu- 
mours the preſent Chagrin, finds the readieſt Ad- 
miſſion. Theſe Paſſages were evidently of this 
Kind, written in his deſponding Moments; and, as 
| | you 


* * * _ 
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you ſay, when he bimſelf- moſt wanted Conſolation. 
And if we allow them therefore to expreſs what he 
really thought at the Time, yet they prove nothing 
more, than that he ſometimes doubted of what he gene- 
rally believed; conſiſtently with the Character and 
Principles of an Academic, who embraced no Opi- 
nions as certain. | 

Thus, Sir, I have given you my free Thoughts 
on what you were ſo good as to communicate with 
regard to Tully: I will not be anſwerable for the 


Exactneſs of them; they are ſuch onely as my Re- 


collection could furniſn, without the Help of Tulh's 
Works to refreſh, or any Teſtimonies to ſupport 
them. But as I reſerve the more exact Confidera- 
tion of this Argument to the Part of Tu/ly's Life, 
which was the moſt employed on Philoſophy, under 
Cz/ar's Tyranny, fo I ſhall be obliged to you for 
imparting any further Thoughts on the Subject, 
either to confirm or confute what I have here 
offered: And if any Occaſion of Books or Friends 
ſhould invite you again this Winter to Cambridge, 
where I propoſe to be about Micbaelmas, I beg you 
to be aſſured, that no Man will be more ready to 
ferve you in any manner there, or better pleas'd to 
enjoy as much of your Company as your Time and 


other Friends will allow to, 


Sir, 
Your moſt obedient Servant, 


Conyers MIDDLETON. 


P. S. T ſhould be glad to hear that your great 
Work goes on ſucceſsfully; and as a ſure Omen of 
fatisfying others, that you find more and more Sa- 
tisfaction from it yourſelf, When J was laſt in 
London, I met with a little Piece, written with bee 
199 a 
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ſame View and on the ſame Plan with yours: An 
anonymous Letter from Geneva, evincing the divine 
Miſſion of Moſes, from the Inſtitution of the Sabbatio 
Zear. The Author ſets out, like you, from this 
ſingle Poſtulatum, that Mo/es was à conſummate 
Laugiver; and ſhews, that he could never have 
injoined a Law /o whinycal, impolitic, and bazardous 
expoſing the People to certain Famine, as oft as the 
preceding or fellawing Year proved barren; if He, 
who bas all Nature at command, had not warranted 
the Succeſs of it, The Letter is ingenious and 
ſprightly, and dreſſes out, in a Variety of Colours, 
the Abſurdity of the Inſtitution, on the Suppoſition 
of its being human. It is in French, and publiſhed 
in Bibliothegue Germanique, Tom. 30. dſo 
But will not this Gatety of cenſuring the Law be 
found too adventurous, and expoſe your Poſtulatum 
14 to ſome Hazard? Eſpecially when there is 4 
at, generally allowed by the Learned, that ſeems 
to overturn all this ſpecious Reaſoning at once 3 viæ. 
that this Law of the' Sabbatic Year was never obſeru- 
ed. For if ſo, it may be objected, with ſome Shew 
of Reaſon, that Moſes had charged himſelf with 
the Iſſue of Events too delicate, and beyond his 
Reach, and imprudently injoined what Uſe and 
Experience ſhewed to be impracticable. ND 
I am apprehenfive likewiſe, that your Work wall 
not ſtand wholly clear of Objections: Your Scheme, 
as I take it, is to ſhew, that /o able a Man as Moſes 
could not poſſibly have omitted the Doctrine of a future 
State, thought ſo neceſſary to Government by all other 
Legiſlators, had he not done it by the expreſs Direction 
of the Deity ;, and that under the miraculous Diſpenſati- 
ons of theTheocracy, he could neither want it himſelf for 
the enforcing a Reſpect to his Laws, nor yet the People 
for the Encouragement of their Obedience. But what 
was the Conſequence? Why the People were per- 
petually 


. | 

ually apoſtatizing either to the Superſtitions of 
gypt, or the Idolatries of Canaan ; and tired with 
the Load of their Ceremonies, wholly drop'd them 
at laſt, and ſunk into all Kinds of Vice and Pro- 
faneneſs; till the Prophets, in order to revive and 
preſerve a Senſe of Religion amongſt them, began 
to preach up the rational Duties of Morality, and 
infinuate the Doctrine of a future State. 
As in the other Caſe then, ſome may be apt to 
ſay, that Maſes had inſtituted what could not be 
ractiſed without Ruin to the State; ſo in this, that 
he had overlooked, what could not be omitted 
without Ruin to Religion. "EM 

I have taken the Liberty to 1 theſe Hints, 
that, if you think them of Weight, you may be 
better prepared to obviate them; if not, may pro- 
ceed the more ſecurely by ſeeing Reaſon to flight 
them. As for myſelf, I can fafely ſwear with Tully, 
that I have @ moſt ardent Defire to find out the Truth: 
But as I have generally been diſappointed in m 
Enquiries, and more ſucceſsful in finding what 1s 
| falſe than what is true, ſo I begin, like him too, to 
grow a mere Academic, humbly content to take up 
with the probable, Whatever you have to offer me 
of this Kind, I ſhall thankfully embrace z and tho? 
I expect as much from you, as I do from any Man, 
yet in the arduous Subject, on which you are en- 
gaged, I dare not venture to raiſe my Expectations 


any higher, 


| Mr. 
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Mr. WarBurToN's Anſwer. 


Sir, 

Received the Favour of yours from Dorcheſter, 
I and the beſt Return I can make for it will 
be to reply to it in the ſame free and friendly 
Manner. * 

Before I give you my Thoughts on each Head 
wherein we differ, I would premiſe one Word on 
the Subject in general. In the third Book of my 
Defence of Moſes I ſhall ſhew, that a future State 
of Rewards and Puniſhments (not a future Exiſtence 
merely, ſuch as a Reſolution of the Soul into the anima 
mundi, or any other Mode ofſimple Being) was not 
credited by any Sect of Philoſophy in Greece, though 
taught by almoſt all. I think I prove this by the 
cleareſt Paſſages in Antiquity. I go farther, and 
ſnew, not only that they did not, but that they could 
not believe it; becauſe there was one common 
Principle held by all, which overturned the Notion 
of a future State of Rewards and Puniſhments. As this 
Principle was metaphy/ical, and, as at the fame Time, 
it is owned they held ſeveral moral ones, which led 
naturally to the Belief of future Rewards and Pun- 
1ſhments I ſhew, in the laſt Place, that it was the 
genera] Cuſtom of the Philoſophers to be ſwayed, 
1n their ſpeculative Concluſions, rather by their meta- 
phyſical Principles than their moral. This ſeemed 
enough for my Purpoſe. But the great Character 
of Cict Ro,who transferred the Greek Philoſophy to 

Rome, and, as you juſtly obſerve, explained to his 
Countrymen, in the moſt perſpicuous Manner, what- 
ever the Antients had taught in every Article, whether 
of ſpeculative or prattical Knowledge, made it proper 
to examine his Sentiments on this Point, And 
though it might-be fairly enough concluded, * 


_ 67: 

he muſt believe with his Maſters, eſpecially as he 
held with them that general Principle I ſpeak of 
above, yet two Reaſons induced me to give the 
ſhort Diſſertation J ſent you. The one was, that 
the common Prejudice runs the other Way, con- 
tracted from ſeveral Paſſages in his Works, deli- 
vered either exoterically or under a foreign Charac- 
ter. The other Reaſon was, that my Notion of 
the Manner in which the Romans received the 
Greek Philoſophy ſeemed, at firſt Sight, to weaken 
my Conclufion of Tulhys believing with his Maſters 
ſo that it was proper to ſhew, that that Notion 
might be turned the other Way, to the Support of 
the Concluſion. | 

J ſhall now confider your Objections to the 
four Points I go upon, in the Diſſertation J ſent 
ou. = | 
7 1. Againſt what I urged concerning the double 
Deftrine, you ſay, whatever Effet? this bad in 
Greece, where that Way of Teaching feems to have 
been drop d long before Tully, it certainly had none in 
Rome. The Double-Doctrine | take to have been 
of the E/ſence of the Greek Philoſophy, and there- 
fore inſeparable from it. For the Fact, I appeal 
to the Writings of the later Stoics and Plato- 
niſts that are come down to us, and to the 
Teſtimonies of Gemens Alex., Origine, Syngſius, 
Saluſt the Philoſopher, Apuleius, and many others. 
That the Academics practiſed it we have Twlly's own 
Word, in a Fragment preſerved by St. Auſlin, 
& Mos fuit Academicis occultandi ſententiam ſuam net 
& gam cuiquam nifi qui ſecum ad ſenectutem uſque vixiſ- 
« ſent aperiendi. That the Stoics at Rome uſed it, 
I think, Senecas Works clearly ſhew ; and that the 
Academics of that Place did the ſame, may be ſeen 
by a Quotation below, from Ac. Qu. l. 4. c. 18. Nor 
is this Mode of teaching, which ſo conſtantly oc- 
curs 
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curs in antient Authors, ever ſpoken of as a Thing 
diſuſed or become oblolete. You add—or at lea 
in Tully*s Writings ;.. the End and Purpoſe of which 
was, to explain to bis Countrymen in the moſt per (pi- 
cuous Manner whatever the Antients had taught, Ce. 
Now becauſe this was indeed the End of moſt of 
his, philoſophic Writings, I conclude they were of 
that Kind which (to uſe Tulh's: own Words) were 
* populariter ſcriptum, quod cwreenor appeliabant;” 
and conſequently, that, from ſuch, his real Sent 
ments were not to be gathered. Why the Diſtinction 
N not 9ftentationſly uſed in thoſe Writings, is plain: 
It is agreed that the Uſe of the double Doctrine was 
to hide ſome Things from the Vulgar, which were 
reſerved. for the Adepts; but this Eud would have 
been defeated by laying the myſterious Means open 
to all. 

2. To my Notion of the different Manner in 
which the Romans eſpouſed a philoſophic Sect, 
from what was the Practice of the Greeks, you re- 
ply — Zau fee no Ground for the Diſtinction. If there 
was any between them, the Greeks were certainly the 
more diſputatious, &c. But I do not make a diſpu- 
tatious Humour a Mark of no cloſe Adherence to 
a Set of Opinions. On the contrary, daily Expe- 
rience informs us, that no Men are fo diſputatious as 
Bigots, whether in Philoſophy or Religion: And 
Bigots of the firſt Kind, the Greeks were above all 
other Men. But when, on the Authority of Tully, 
I faid, that the Romans uſed the Greek Philoſophy 
to aſſiſt them in their Diſputations, I urged the Fact 
as a Proof, that they did not embrace, as true, all 
the Opinions of the Sect they eſpouſed: By which I 
meant, that theſe ſeveral PRILOSOPHIES, as Su- 
dies of Humanity, (and this is Tully's own Expreſſi- 
on) enabled them to invent readily, and reaſon 
juſtly; not on the Points of that Philoſophy only, 

es 3 from 
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from whence the Principles or Method was taken 
but on any Subject in civil Life. And this I am 

perſuaded is what Tully meant. PAN: | 
You go on—Cato, you ſee, from the Teſtimony you 
produce, made the Stoical Doctrine his Rule of living: 

By this it would ſeem as if you ſuppoſed I made no 
Exception to the Manner in which, I ſay, the R- 
mans entered themſelves into a Set. But my 
Words muſt be reſtrained to Tully's magna pars, 
who is my Authority for the Aſſertion. You add 
And ibo be is laugb'd at for it by Cicero, yet not 
for making Philoſophy his Rule, but that particular 
Philoſophy which was incompatible with common Life. 
I very readily own, that theſe Words of Tull, 
taken alone, look very much that Way; and the 
diſputandi cauſa ſeems as if the Obſervation was con- 
| fined to Stoiciſin, for that Sect had ſo entirely en- 
groſſed the Dialectics, that the Followers of Zeno 
were more commonly called Dialectici than Stoici. 
So Galen is generally called Dialecticus. Notwith- 
ſtanding this, it plainly appears, I think, from the 
Context, that the Senſe I gave the Paſſage is the 
true one. Cicero introdyces his Obſervation on 
Cato's Singularity in this Manner, —* Quoniam non 
« eft nobis hec oratio habenda, aut cum imperita multi- 
« tudine, aut in aliquo conventu agreſtium, audacius 
« paullo de ſtudiis humanitatis, que & mibi & vo- 
« bis nota & jucunda ſunt, diſputabo. Here he 
declares, his Intention is not to give his Thoughts 
on the Stoical Philoſophy in particular, (though that 
furniſhed the Occafion) but on the Greek Philoſo- 
phy in general, de ſtudiis bumanitatis, He then runs 
through the Stoical Paradoxes, and concludes, ©* Hzc 
« homo ingenigſſſſimus, M. C.—arripuit, c.“ But 
had it been his Intention to confine his Obſer- 
vation to the Stoics, he muſt have ſaid banc, not 
bec; eſpecially when he ſays it was taken up 723 
3 anus 
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tandi cauſa; for bec refers to the foregoing Para- 
doxes, which had no Uſe in the Art of Diſſ utation, 
that was the Province of their Metaphyfics. ' 
On the whole it appears, that the Words in 
queſtion were ſpoken of the Greek Philoſophy in 
general: And as Cicero laughed at Thoſe who took 
it up vivendi, we muſt conclude, he eſpouſed it 
diſpntandi cauſa. If you doubt this, I can give 
you Tully's own Word for it in this very Oration. 
«© Fatebor, enim, Cato, me quoque in adoleſcentia, dif- 
«© fiſum ingento meo, quæſiſſe adjumenta Doctrinæ.“ 
Which, in other Words, is, I myſelf eſpouſed a 
Grecian Sect diſputandi cauſa. And this is full e- 
nough for the Purpoſe of my Diſcourſe, where it is 
only given as one of the Cauſes of the Difficulty in 
* at Tully's real Sentiments. X 
3. I make the Nature of Tulh's Se& of Philoſo- 
hy another Cauſe. But you ſay, when I call the 
Way of the Academy perfect ſceptical, 1 ſeem to 
confound it with a different Sed, whoſe diſtinguiſhing 
Character was to doubt of every Thing. If that was the 
Character of the Sect you hint at, I am afraid the 
Academy will be found to agree but too well with it. 
But admitting I had confounded the two Sects, I do no 
more than what the Antients did before me. Sextus 
Empiricus, a perfe&t Maſter of this Point, if ever, 
there was any, ſays, (in his Pyrrhon. Hypot. |. 1. 
c. 33.) that ſome of the Antients held the Acade- 
mics and Sceptics to be one and the fame, Oaci pew. 
Tas TW ors 1 Axadnuann PinoroPin n avry' £54 Thy Exam, 
And though Sextus denies they were exactly the 
ſame, becauſe, though both agreed that Truth could 
not be found, yet the Academics held there was a 
Difference in thoſe Things which pretended to it; 

yet at laſt he owns that Arce//as and Pyrrbo had 
one common Philoſophy. O jev Tor Aprxeoiagos, Ov TH | 
prongs Auadnpins N 1 3 rte N ag x. 
| Tay 
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eras I THI Kat aura aywym xc TW He ii A. 
Gellius, too, aſſures us, that the Difference between 
the two Sects amounted to juſt nothing. Vetus 
&« autem queſtio & a mullis Scriptoribus græcis trac- 
« tata et, in quid, & quantum, Pyrrhonios & 
e Academicos Philoſophos . interfit, Utrique enim 
„ EKEIITIKOT, e@exlixos, ao ol; dicuntur, uo 
e niam ulrique nibil aſfirmant, nihilgue camprebendi 
& putant———differre tamen inter ſeſe — vel maxime 
« propterea exiſtimati ſunt Academici quidem ipſam 
& illud uibil poſſe decerni quaſi decernunt : Pyrrhonii 
i id quidem ulls pacto videri verum dicunt, quod 

« ni bil eſſe verum videtur. L. 11. C. 8. 
However, when I ſaid the Academy was perfe#ly 
ſceptical, I meant in their Principles of philoſophiſ- 
ing, rather than in the Conduct of their Argument- 
ation: The Remark in the firft Senſe being to my 
Purpoſe, in the other, not. Academics and Scep- 
tics agreed in theſe Principles, That nothing 
* could be known, and that every thing was to 
* be diſputed, without delivering their own Senti- 
& ments at all.” The Conclufion the Scepiics drew 
from hence, was, that nothing was to be aſſented 
to, but the Mind kept in an eternal Suſpence. 
The Academics, indeed, concluded that the proba» 
ble, when it was found, ſhould be aſſented to; but 
till then, they were to go on with the Sceptics 
ueſtioning, diſputing, and contradicting. And in 
a& they did thus go on, without ever finding the. 
probable in any thing, further than what was ne- 
ceſſary to furniſh them with Arms for diſputing, a- 
gainſt every thing. This, indeed, was a Contra- 
diction in their Scheme; but Scepticiſm is ever de- 
ſtructive of itſelf, The Miſchief was, that having 
allowed the probable thus far, it induced Strangers 
to think better of them than they deſerved; that 
| i 
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is, to think they were conſiſtent. This I take to be 
the true Secret of all the Intrigues of the Academy; 
which Tully himſelf enables us to unravel. That 
nothing could be known, or ſo much as perceived, 
we have his Word. Opinionibus & Inftitutis 
« omuia teneri: Nibil veritali relinqui : Deinceps 
% omnia tenebris cirtumfuſa eſſe dixerunt. Hague 
« Arctfilas negabat eſſe quidquam quod ſciri poſſet; ne 
“ illud quidem ipſum. Sed omnia latere cenſebat in 
«© occulto. Neque eſſe 2 quod cernĩ aut intel. 
ce Iigi poſſit : Quibus de caufis nibil oportere neque 
e Pprofiteri neque affirmare quemguam, neque aſſerti- 
© one-approbare.” Ac. Qu. I. 1. c. 12.-—That 
every thing was to be diſputed, without interfer= 
ing with their own Sentiments, he likewiſe makes 
the Character of the Academy. * Carneades vero 
«© mnlto uberius tiſdem de rebus loquebatur: Non quo 
0 5 ſententiam ſuam (bic emm mos patriut 
& Academic? ADVERSARI SEMPER OMNI BUS #t 
«© difputando) ſed, Sc. de Orat. I. 1. c. 18. Again 
«© —Proprium fit Academice judicium ſuum nullum 
“ interponere, ea probare que fimillima veri vide- 
„ antur, conferre cauſas, & quid in quamyue ſenten- 
& ſiam dici poſit expromere nulla adhibita ſua authori- 
«© tate' judicium audientium reliquere integrum & li- 
Serum. De Divin. l. 2. From hence it appears, 
that zbis probable, which, you ſay, they pur ſued as 
regularly, and explained as freely as any of the reſt, 
was not any thing that related to their Aﬀent of 
Approbation, but only what afforded Matter for 
diſputing plauſibly : It was not a probable to ſway 
their Judgments, but to inforce their Reaſoning, 
And what was this but being perfe#ly ſceptical? 
Laftly, we have the Teſtimony of Lucullus, that 
tho* the Academics pretended their End was to find 
the probable, yet, like the Sceptics, they held their 
Mind in eternal Suſpence, and continued going on 
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diſputing againſt every thing, without ever finding 
the probable in any thing, ſo far as to determine 
their Judgments. Reſtat illud, quod dicunt veri 
inveniendi cauſa contra omnia dici oportere & pro 
omnibus, valo igitur videre Qu ip INVENERINT ? 
Non ſolemus, inquit, oſtendere. Acad. Qu. l. 
4. c. 18. If this Anſwer was not founded on 
the Double-Dorine, it will be hard to ſay what it 
drives at,—2uz ſunt tandem iſta myſteria? Aut cur 
celatis quaſi turpe aliquid, veſtram ſententiam. Theſe 
Myſteries could be nothing but the Scepticiſin of the 
Academy; of which, I think, Lucullus truly ſays, 
confundit vera cum falſis, ſpoliat nos judicio, privat 
approbationt. 

From all this I would draw theſe two Inferences. 
That the Genius of this Philoſophy makes it very 
difficult to diſcover the real Opinions of its Profeſ- 
ſors ; and conſequently that Dr. Bentley was miſta- 
ken in ſuppoſing this to be the Key to come at 
Tully's. The other is, that Tully was not ſo great 
a Sceptic as his Se& might be ſuppoſed to make 
him; which I infer, as well from the Manner in 
which the Romans profeſſed the Greek Philoſophy, 
as from ſome expreſs Declarations in his Writings. 
If I had thought him ſo, it would be abſurd to pre- 
tend, as I have done, to find his real Sentiments; 
yet I think, the Principles of that Sect ſufficiently in- 

fluenced him to juſtify my firſt Inference. 
4. When I urged Cicer#'s Inconſiſtencies and 
Contradictions, as an Orator, a Stateſman, and a 
Teacher of the Greek Philoſophy, it was not to 
ſhew that he acted either a weak or an unfair Part; 
(from which you have very well defended him) 
but that his Employment and Courſe of Life habi- 
tuated him to diſſemble his Opinions. From which 
it might be fairly collected, that his real Senti- 
ments were not to be diſcovered in theſe * of 
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his Writings; and conſequently, that whatever he 
there ſays in Favour of a future State was not to be 
objected to my Concluſion. This I took to be to 
the Purpoſe, as I could then urge the Paſſages in 
the Epiſtles with their due Force. | 

To my Quotation from Tully, Ac. Qu. J. 4. c. 20. 
Furarem, Oc. you ſay, —as far as I can underſtand 
the Paſſage without the Context to aſſiſt me, he does 
not fawear, as you render it, that he always ſpeaks 
what be thinks, but only that he thinks what be is 
there ſpeaking. To determine this Point, it is, as 
you hint, neceſſary to have Recourſe to the Con- 
text. Lucullus had been declaiming very tragically 

inſt the Academy: Part of his Accuſation is given 
* When Tully enters on its Defence, he thinks 
it neceſſary to premiſe ſomething concerning himſelf. 
Aegrediar igitur, ſays he, fi pauca ante, quaſi deF AMA 
MEA dixero. He then declares, that had he em- 
braced the Academy out of Vanity, or Love of Con- 
tradition, it had not only reflected on his Senſe, 
but on his Honour, Ttaque niſi ineptum putarem in 
tali diſputatione id facere, quod cum de republica diſ- 
ceptatur fieri interdum ſolet: Furarem per Fovem 
Deoſque Penates, me & ardere ſtudio veri reperiendi, 
& ea ſentire que dicerem. From hence I gather, 
that tho* the Queſtion here be of the Academic Phi- 
loſophy, and of Cicero, as an Academic, yet as he 
tells us he is now to vindicate himſelf in a Point in 
which his Honour was concerned, the Proteſtation 
is general, and concerns his conſtant turn of Mind, 
which always inclined him, he ſays, to ſpeak his 
Sentiments, 

Another Obſervation I would make; is, that 
Tully here ſeems to be ſenſible that Lucullus had but 
too much reaſon for his Charge againſt the Aca- 
demics. Why elſe does he diſ-join his Caſe from 
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theirs, and take a way to ſecure himſelf, whatever 
became of his Sect ? 

Yau conclude this Point thus. And if fe 
confirms what ] have been ſaying of the Academy; 
of its being the true Key of bis Sentiments. When I 
obſerved that the Academy was not the true Key of 
Tullys Sentiments, it was not becauſe my Conclu- 
ſion, concerning his Opinion of a future State, was 
at all influenced by the Truth or Falſhood of that 
Remark; but only becauſe I thought it true, For 
it is certain, that in all his Writings, he has never 
once affirmed, in the Perſon of an e that the 
Doctrine of a future State was moſt probable, 
To my Obſeryation, That Tully, in all the Writ: 
ings which he . for the Public, affected an 
Obſcurity, you reply, —ibis is the firſt Time that I 
have ever ſeen the Character of obſcure applied to Tully*s 
Writings: Sure uo Man's Stile was ever further re- 
moped from it, or more remarkably Tg and per ſpi- 
cuous than his, By this it would ſeem as if you under- 
ſtood me to mean, That Tully expreſſed the Senti- 
* ments he delivered, e3/curely.”* So far from that, 
I think with you, that his Stile is clear and ſhinin 
in a ſupreme Degree, I meant (and the Subject 1 
was upon confined me to that Meaning, if I would 
not talk impertinently) he affected to obſcure his 
real Sentiments. This, I thought, I was warranted to 
ſay, not only from his Obſcurity on the Point in 
Queſtion, but from the Complaint of his Contem- 
poraries; who, we find, Nat, Deor. J. x. c. 5. were 
at a loſs to know his real Sentiments. Now this 
Obſcurity is very conſiſtent with the utmoſt Clear- 
neſs and Perſpicuity of Stile; as appears from his 
own Reply to this Coraplaint, For if the Reader's 
Ignorance of his real Sentiments, in PIs 
hindered them from underſtanding his "Works, 
it muſt have done had it aroſe 25 a ads mY 
5 em- 
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embarraſſed Expreſſion, he never could have con- 
demned (as he does) their Curioſity as idle and im- 

rtinent. gui autem requirunt, quid quaque de re 
5%  ſentiamus, "curighus id faciunt, quam neceſſ 


You juſtly call the principal Point in queſtion the 
Conſideration; of his Letters. Here 1 ſhall be very 
ſhort. Iapprehend, this Sort of Language, which he 
ſo often uſes in them,. mor tem quam etiam beats 
5 contemnere debeamus, propterea quod nullum ſenſum 
&« efſet habitura. — Nec enim dum ero angar ulla re, 
rum omni vacem culpa: ' Eift non ero ſenfit omnino 
* carebo——preſerlim cum amnium rerum mors fit 
* extremum,” I ſay, I apprehend this to be the 
very Language of the Epicureans; and is beſt inter- 
preted by his favourite Poet, Lucreizus, who likewiſe 
uſes it as an Antidote againſt the Fear of Death.— 


«© Scilicet baud nobis quicquam, qui NON ERIMUS 
mum, ET 1 
& Accidere omnino poterit SENSUMQUE movere. 


You think that Tully did believe a future State, 
and that the whole Turn of his Writings ſhews it. 
But you ſay,—1n a melancholy Hour when the Spirits 
are low, and the Mind under a Dejection, an Argu- 
ment appears in à very different Light ; Objeftion) 
acquire Strength ; and what humours the ꝓreſent Cha- 
grine, finds the readieſs Admiſſion. Theſe Paſſages 
were. evidently of this Kind, written im bis deſpondinę 
Moments, and as you ſay, when be himſelf moſs wanted 
Conſolation. 3 

To this give me Leave to reply, It is allowed 
that a deſponding Temper, like that of Cicero's, 
would in a melancholy Hour be always inclined to 
ſuſpect the worſt. But to what is its Sufpicion con- 
fined? Without doubt to the Iſſue of that very 
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Affair which occafioned the Diſtreſs. A melan- 
choly Hour would have juſt the contrary Influence 
on his other Cegitations. And this is the wiſe Diſ- 
_ poſition of Nature; that the leſs Support the Mind 

[ws perſuaded itſelf, it ſhall find, in one Quarter, 
the more it endeayours to make it up, in an Abun- 
dance of Hope from another. So that, unleſs Ci- 
cero was made differently from all other Men, one 
may venture to ſay, his Hopes of future Good (had 
Philoſophy permitted him to entertain any Hopes at 
all) would have riſen in Proportion to his Fears of 
the preſent. | | 
I come to your P. S. in which I find myſelf o- 
bliged to you for your kind Enquiries into the Pro- 
greſs of my Work. I have nothing to apprehend 
in Diſcredit to the Method of it, but the Applica- 
tion of that Method to Caſes which will not bear it. 
The Inſtance you give me of the Tract on the Sab- 
Batic. Tear is one of theſe Caſes. I ſuppoſe an internal 
Proof can never be drawn from thence of the Di- 
vinity of the Moſaic Miſſiun; though for Reaſons 
different from yours: For I reckon, that this par- 
ticular Inſtitution might be well accounted for, 
even on the Suppoſition of mere human Legiſlation. 
For all agree, that Moszs's main End was the Aboli- 
tion of Idolatry, and Preſervation of the Unity. 
The Inftitution of the Sabbath is ſhewn by Spencer 
and others to be, of all the Ceremonial, the very 
Rite moſt conducive to this End. So that it ſeemed 
to be fit, nay neceſſary, that the principal Rite, 
conducive to the principal End, ſhould be very 
well ſecured, Hence the Sabbath was ſupported by 
a Sabbatic-Year ; and further ſtrengthened by a 
Year of Jubilee. As to the civil Conſequences of a 
Sabbatic-Vear; a Relaxation from Culture, in the 
Proportion it required, muſt be extremely uſeful to 

ſuch a Soil as Judæa, which to preſerve its Fertility, 
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required a Remiſſion of at leaſt one Year in ſeven. A 
partial Reſt, of the ſeveral Parts, in Rotation, had, 
indeed, been the elegible Way, had nothing elſe 
been to be conſidered. But, on his, no Sabbatic 
Rite could have been founded, So that a total and 
periodic Ceſſation from Culture was neceſſary. But 
then, by a wiſe Proviſion in other Parts of the Infti- 
tution, Moſes obviated the Inconveniencies that 
ſometimes ariſe from a total Reſt. To ſpeak only of 
that which forbad Commerce with Strangers (and, for 
the ſame End, viz. to prevent Idolatry) from whence 
would follow their having greater Stores of Corn 
than could be conſumed. And the Sabbatic-Year 
being fixed, and the Event of it foreſeen, they had 
Warning and Ability to lay in Supplies for that 
Defect. To this, if we add, that, in the 
Sabbatic-Near, they did not enjoy the Fruits of 
Culture, yet, what came without, they were at 
Liberty to uſe, we muſt I think conclude, that a 
wiſe Legiſlator, who found Uſe in a Sabbatic-Near, 
for the Advancement of his Ends, would venture 
to inftitute it, though he had no Expectation of a 
miraculous Supply; as the natural Conſequences 
were ſo little to be dreaded. 
There is but one ſolid Objection, humanly ſpeak- 
ing, to this Inftitution, that I know of; which is 
this, that, when the Ferws fell under a foreign Do- 
minion, their Mafters made them pay Tribute on 
the Sabbatic- Tear. And this indeed was a heavy 
Oppreſſion. But it reflects not at all on the Wit 
dom of the Lawgiver. For it Moſes had, as he 
pretended, a divine Character, foreign Dominion 
was a Puniſhment for Idolatry ; and theſe Cir- 
cumſtances made that Dominion a Puniſhment 
in the Degree it was intended, But if Moſes was a 
mere human Lawgiver, it had been impertinent to 
have provided for this Caſe ; becauſe, * his 
now- 
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Knowledge of the World, he would have conclad- 
ed, that ſuch foreign Dominion muſt have been the 
Diſſolution of his Republic, and, conſequently, at- 
tended with a ſpeedy Obliteration of its Rites. 

Having cleared up this Matter, and diſengaged 
it from all Relation to mine, J proceed to conſider 
what it is that ſticks with you in my Caſe, and hin- 
ders you from giving me that full Aﬀent to my 
. which I ſhould be N ambitious of 

ainin 

You think, ſome may be ap ny that in this 
Matter of a future State, 3 be overlooked * 
could not be omitted without Ruin io Religi 
the Conſequence of his Omiſſion was this, 1 7 2725. 
were perpetually apoſtatizing, either to the & 2 - 
ons of Egypt, or the Idolatries of Canaan : And tired 
with the Load of their Ceremonies, wholly drop d them 
at laſt; and ſunk into all Kinds of Vice and Profane- 
neſs. Till the Prophets, in order 10 revive and pre- 
ſerve a Senſe of Religion amongſt them, began to 
preach up the rational Duties of. Morality, an infor: 
ate the Doctrine of a future State. 

You think, it may be ſaid, Moſes had tle} 
what could not be omitted without Ruin of Religion. 
But, whatever other Conclufion may be drawn {96 
your Premiſes, I think I have obviated and exclud- 
ed this, by ſhewing that my Adverſaries the Deiſts 
have, with full Conſent, allowed, that Moſes 
was @ conſummate Lawgiver. And, but upon that 
Principle, indeed, they could never, with any 
Plaufibility, deny Moſes a foreign, that is, a divine 
Aſſiſtance. Now the chief Part of Legiſlation is per- 
fectly to underſtand the various Effects Religion has 
on Mankind, But as the Conceſſion of our Ad- 
verſaries is a very Fu. ant Security 3 and, at beſt, 
the reſting on it is often only arguing ad hominem, 
by which nothing can be ſhewn but the „ 
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of thoſe with whom we have to deal, I have ſecured 
their Conceflian by the Inforcement of many In- 
ſtances, which ſhew Mo/es's great Skill in 
tion; and make it very improbable that ſo great a 
Maſter in his Art ſhould blunder ſo ſtrangely in the 


* 


very firſt Principle of it; a Principle that chiefly 


diſtinguiſhed the School He came from. 

But you ſay, The People were perpetually apoſta- 
tizing either to 1he Superſtitions of Egypt, or the Idola- 
tries of Canaan, It is certain they were. But this 
makes nothing for your Inference, unleſs it could 
be ſhewn, that they ſought a future State in thoſe 
Superſtitions, as a Support for Religion. But this 
was by no Means the Caſe. You yourſelf give 
another, and indeed the true Reaſon, they were 
tired with the Load of their Ceremonies. And no 
Wonder, for they were chaſte and ſevere, and in 
Hat, rather than in their Number, different from 
the Ceremonies of their Neighbours, which were 
performed with all the Jollity, and Lubricity 
= a profligate People were capable of invent- 


At we ſuppoſe the Omiſſion of a laute State in- 
clined them to this Defection from the Law of M. 
ſes, one of theſe two Effects muſt have followed, 
which did not; Were they vicious and debauched, 
they would have ſunk into Irreligion, and rejected 
the Doctrine of Providence: were they virtuous, 
they would have borrowed the Doctrine of a future 
State from their Neighbours, and nothing more than 
what depended on it. And I ſay not this at Random. 
For though, at the Time in queſtion, this was not 
the Caſe of the Jewiſh People either to be virtuous, 
or under the ordinary Diſpenſation of Providence, yet 
there was a Time, during the Jewiſh Common“ 
wealth, when theſe two Circumſtances met 


together; 
2 preciſe Time, they did what * 
| — 
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ſuppoſe, in ſuch Circumftances, they muſt. needs 
do; that is, borrow of their Pagan Neighbours this 
Doctrine of a future State, and no more. I con- 
clade, therefore, that, whatever it was which oc- 
cafioned their frequent Apoſtacy, it could not be 
the Omiſſion of the Doctrine of a future State, be- 
cauſe we find no Connexion between the ſuppoſed 
Cauſe and Effect. | 

You go on and fay,— And tired with the Load 
of their Ceremonies, wholly drop'd them at laſt, and 
ſunk into all Kinds of Vice and Profaneneſs, till the 
Prophets, in order to revive and preſerve a Senſe of 
Religion amongſt them, began to preach up the rational 
Dottrines of Morality, and inſinuate the Doctrine of a 
future State. | 

I preſume this cannot be the exact Caſe, even 
from your own Repreſentation. For if they bad 
wholly drop*d the Ceremonies at the Time of the com- 
ing of the Prophets, Theſe, who profeſs the Intent of 
their Miſſion to be the Re-eſtabliſhment of the Law 
of Moſes, ſhould have begun their Preaching with 
the Neceſſity of obſerving the Ceremonies : Where- 
as they did, as you fay, and as the Bible aſſures us, 
begin «with preaching up the rational Duties of Morality. 
This ſeems to ſhew, that the Jews rather tuck 10 
their Ceremonies, to the Violation of the Duties of 
Morality, than that they had wholly drop'd them. 
And Scripture warrants this Concluſion, To what 
Purpoſe (ſays God by the Prophet 1/aiah) is the 
Multitude of your Sacrifices * I am full of your 
Burnt-Offerings, and I delight not in the Blood of Bulls 
or of Lambs. Bring no more vain Oblations. In- 
cenſe is an Abomination to me. The new Moons and 
Sabbaths, the calling of Aſſemblies I cannot away 
with, Your new Moons and your appointed Feaſts my 
Soul bateth. This looks like a very ſtrict Adhe- 
rence to their Ceremonies. Here we ſee, the Faſti- 
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dium, the loathing comes from God, and not from 
the People. From whence I would beg Leave to ob- 
ſerve, that though we can, from the Circumſtances 
above mentioned, ſee the Reaſon why the Prophets 
ſhould preach up Righteouſneſs, in Preference to 
| Ceremonies, when theſe had got the upper Hand 
yet, without looking further, we can never account. 
for it, why God is brought in, ſpeaking with ſo 
much Contempt and Hatred of a Law of his own 
giving. We cannot, I fay, account for this, with- 
out admitting the common Notions of Theology, which 
teach that it was to prepare the People for a new 
Diſpenſation, And if we conſider how much more 
and more the People grew beſotted with their Gere- 
monies even to the coming of Chriſt, we ſhall per- 
haps be induced to think well of this Explanation. 

You add, in the laſt Place, And infinuate the 
Doctrine of a future State, You muſt ops this 
was done to ſupply Moſes's Omiſſion of it, or it 
makes nothing for your Purpoſe. But, if this 
were the Intention, it was very prepoſterouſly ex- 
ecuted. 

1. Becauſe it was, as you yourſelf confeſs, only 
an Inſinuation. And it was the Practice (and in- 
deed the Neceſſity of the Thing ſpeaks it) 
for all Lawgivers, when they employed this Sanc- 
tion of a future State, to inculcate it, not by 
Inſinuation, but in the moſt open and explicite 
Manner, | 

2. Becauſe this In/inuation of the Prophets was 
ſo extremely obſcure, that, when afterwards, the 
Leaders of the Jewiſh People ſaw indeed a Neceſſity 
of introducing the Doctrine, they found ſo little in 
the Prophets to build upon, that they reſted the 
Revelation of it ſolely on Tradition. . 

3. But it is ſtill more evident from what follows, 
that the Doctrine of a future State was not i 


ted 
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ted for the End you ſuppoſe: There was a Period in 
the Jewiſh State, as is here hinted at, and will be 


pPlroved at large in my Book, when the Governors 
of it found it neceſſary to ſupply this Omiſſion. 
But how did they do it? Not by dark I»/inuations 


like their Predeceſſors, but in the pla ineſt and moſt 


expreſs Manner, like the Gentile Lawgivers. And 
left it ſhould be thought, that the Supplial of the 
Omiſſion nom did in any wife derogate from the 
Perfection of the Moſaic Scheme, I ſhew, that this 
was done at that preciſe Time when God had with- 
drawn his extraordinary Providence. Nor was this 
Rabbinical Doctrine, of a future State, any Reve- 
lation from God, but compoſed of Parts picked up 
from amongft their Pagan Neighbours, varniſhed 
over indeed with the Authority of thoſe dark pro- 
phetic Inſinuations. Which appears, as from many 


other Particulars, ſo eſpecially from this, that it was 


founded on the Pythagoric Metempſychoſis, which 
at this Time, was the general Mode of the Pagan 
future State. | 
On the whole then it appears, that no good Ac- 
count can be given of the Conduct of the Prophets, 
in this Matter of Inſinuation, if their End was what 
you ſuppoſe. But take in the Scheme of a new 
Diſpen/ation, and all becomes clear and full of Wif- 
dom. For a future State, taught by Revelation, 
is not immediately founded on the ſame Principle, 
with that, taught by natural Religion. The latter 
ſtands immediately on this Principle, That God is juſt, 
and will give to every one according to his Works ; 
therefore, if the Diſtribution of Good and Evil be 
not made here, it will be hereafter. But the future 
State of Revelation ſtands only medzately on this, 
and immediately on its being' a Reſtoration to a loſt 
Inheritance, purchaſed by a Redeemer. Now, tho® 
the other Mode of a future State might be 4 
| | clearly 


o 


-__ oo Wy ST ep 4 


. 
clearly and explicitel ly at any Time, yet, it is evi- 
dent, 1 5 this could not be preached up till the 
Time of that  ?eſtoratian and Redemption. The Re- 
deemer and his Work muſt be coe val, and go Hand 
in Hand. Accordingly, we find, that when the Pro- 
phets gave dark Inſinuations of the Redeemer, they 

ave dark [n/imuations of Redemptionat the ſame Time: 
Bt more, they could not do. And this I preſume 
is a reaſonable Account of their Conduct in their in- 
| ſenuating (as you rightly ſay they did) tbe Ru. 
of a 2 State. 

u have now, Sir, my Thoughts on your 
Objection, which acute and mr as it is, (and it; 
is ſo in a high Degree) is yet, by what I can 
ſee, founded in that 8 of non cauſe pro 


ws 
deal ingenuouſly with you, I think. the fre- 
quent Relapſes of the Jes into Idolatry has ſome- 
thing, at firſt View, very ſhocking on the Revela- 
tion Schema But then think the Ob jection which 
may be raiſed, on this Circumſtance, holds rather 
againſt my Concluſion direfly, than, as you put it, 
by the Medium of my Premiſes, A thus, If 
& the Jews were, indeed, under an „ 
« Providence, how could: they poſſibly relapſe ſo 
« often into Idolatry? That "Rolaph implying a 
« Rejection of the Truth of the Religion delivered 
« to them by Moſes.” Now though this has the 
Appearance of Weight, yet I ſuſpect it receives it 
all from the Influence which a Set of mere modern 


Ideas has upon us. To embrace a new Religion, and _ 


to condemn the old of Falſhood, are Actions ſo inſe- 
parable, and go fo conſtantly together, that the 
Union ſeems founded in the Nature of Things. 

But, in Truth, the Aſſociation is accidental and 
arbitrary; and more than that, unknown to the 


Antients, as I have hinted at in the third Part ß 
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my Book of the Alliance: Now, if this Obſervation 
be well founded, it will de nd Diminution to its 
Credit, that it is capable of being applied to the 
Solution of more Difficulties than one. The an- 

tient Pagans, poſſeſſed with the Notion of local 
Deities, to whom the ſeveral Parts of the Earth 
were divided into Shares, readily credited the 

Truth of one another's Revelations, and as rea- 

dily, on any ſiniſter Accident, went over to one 
another's Religion. And though the 7ewib Law 
obviated and condemned this Principle of Inter- 
community, it was no Wonder that a People bred up 
under that univerſal Prejudice, and who had ſeve- 

| ral Inſtitutions, which, by prejudiced Minds, might 
be thought to look that way, ſhould, be apt to go 
into ſuch Viſions. That they did, I will venture 
to ſay their whole Hiſtory ſhews ; as in many other 
Particulars, fo in this, that in their frequent De- 
fections they did not lay aſide the Moſaic Worſhip, - 
but only polluted and corrupted it large Mix- 
ture of Pagan Rites. . "2 
If then it be allowed, that the Zews, when they 
fell into Idolatry, did not reje& the Jewiſb Religi- 
on as a falſe Pretence to Revelation, all the Force of 
the Objection vaniſhes. And I have N 
what ſtrong Temptations a vicious P to 
neglect ſuch a Religion as that f Moſes, for ſach a 
one as that of Canaan. | | 


Newark, Sept. 20, Ian, GS. 
Y W. WARBURTON. 
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